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1. Problem' o
The purpose of the Home Learniné'Cenier}Project vas to.continue

the 1nvest1gation of a home or1ented approarh 1nto 1ntervention in
1 .
the lives of Very young children 1n a way wh1ch might enhance thelr

t

ability to function in lifea The pro;ect proposed in June, 1968

was developed'to demonstrate an approach which-mlght_elther be used

as a part of the operations of Parent Child centers, or serve as

a possible model'for famlly day care. More Specif1cally, the goals

.

of the pro;ect were to attempt -to simultaneously raise the chances

that a young ch11d w1ll reach a h1gher level of 1ntellectual and

g

personal development and assist -the significant adults in his

~

11fe to gain in competence and feellngs of self-worth ‘This pro-

,Ject was a combination of research and demonstration conta1n1ng

.

. phases sf ba51c research, mater1al development and f1eld testrng .

of .both materials and a delivery system.

C .

Backg ound of Prol_ct o P

@ - .

‘The Home Learning Center Pro;ect was the third in a series of
longitudinal efforts w1th the same population which had been-involved
U "‘In the Parent Education Pro)ect (PEP) (Gordon, 1967) PEP was a - ~.

: ba51c engineering ‘effort to answet such practical questlons as to e

whether a-set. of mater1als for mothers and infants could be developed

and delivered on a weekly basis to the family by paraprofessionals‘,.

9

The PEP pro;ect had 150 experimental families and two control groups

of about 30 each One- of the control groups was used to. look at _the

-~ issue oﬁvmaking a "friendly" visit versus making an educational visit,




@

produced d1fferences in intellectual functlonlng of ch31dren at

L4

' age‘one.._The results showed that the visiting of the fam111es‘

’ I ; ”". . “2.‘
In thls control group, graduate nurses visited the: fam111es on a

1

'systematlc basls but conducted no parent education. ’The purpose

re
a

was to ‘explore the Hawthorne effect of simply v1srt1ng as belng
: . : ) o

an'important criterion. The other_control group received only the .

‘ posttest;" This first effort lasted until thé childrén were‘12 moriths

- ) . i PR . .4. )
of age~at which time they were tested. ThHe activitites (materials)

'f_developed‘in this project-were based heavily on'Piaget"s-concepts

of the development of 1nte1L1gence in the sensori-motor perlod

3

The PEP pro]ect demonstrated tHat not only could mater1als be

¢eveloped and dellvered on a weekly basis but also that the program

4

without parent education was not effective. The PEP program was

1
i

successful in the development of' matérials which have been w1de1y
iisseminated in two forms»(Gordon and Lally, 1967; Gordon 1970)

Thevsecond%project, Early Chifd.Stimulation Through”Parent

“Education (ECSPEP) (Gordon, 1969), continued wi_th the same families'

L2

and worked with;them'through‘24 months.. In this study the original .

-

,experlmental group was d1V1ded and half were randomly asslgner as.

.
. v

a”new'control group. Since no 51gn1f1cant difference was- found

between the two cohtrol groups in the previous study, both these o

2
»

groups were. comb1ned 1nto a' common pool and’ half were randomly

T ‘ N
asslgned to the’ experlmental group 1n the ECSPEP study. ThlS gave -
us four different groups, ‘which alloWed‘us to test the're;at1Ve_r

effectiveness of two years versus one year of rnvolye e 't _a nd the— —"

o

-+




©

- S A , .
. , — r . - . o
E v ’ 3‘.
‘ ' relative effects of beingAn a progra:fr in the first year of life
v Q‘ ' - ) . ' ¢
- ' versus the: second year,of 11f% B - A

ey

Further, the materlals wh1ch had béen- developed in the or1g1na1

PEP project were.subject to further test and a comparatlve.set of |

activities developed-to see its' relative merits.  To do this, we ' .

' : addEQ_EEQ,DEELEEE mental groups of aboL 20 each at threeéponths- o can
treatment'as PEP. The Other groups rece1ved a new set of act1v1tres )
N developed by newly recruited paraprofe551ona1 parent(educators and
, ~an early. ch11dhood SpeC1alLSt No partlcular theory - These groups =
” S were in these two conditions until 12 mcnths of age They were then

e |

b

_of age and controls One experlmental group Treceived. the same o o 0o
incorporated . into. the 12- 24 month program and eventually into the

|

8 ',‘ ) r °
e < - . . Home Learning Center (HLZ . As’in the cdse of the original PEP | e

s group, at each age they were randomly rea551gned to experlmental \>
or’ control conditions. The HLprrOJect was proposed while the
ECSPEP proJect was still in operatlon and before the results were

. .
———
2 - - . / ]

iﬁw However, we felt'that pre11m1nary indicationssugg€sted the

, _ - merit of extending the 1ongitudr23£/9§5; to inéiude a third year: R

- of‘home visits-and the additiﬁn/of a small group learning situation

o //// : : , . . |
’ | \

| . on. tOPhif/iEE/hﬂme//islf program. . . : S
. _ -
_ | //////T € essential 1ngred1ent ‘of the PEP and EgSPEP proJects was ‘- L
o _/,//‘//' ‘the weekly visits by trained paraprofesslonal parent/edueators
/’//_A.- . ' T
— 'drawn from the - communlty who -provided thz parent with 1deas and

activities w ich ‘could be used at home . We hypothesized thlS

i procedure woul ‘positiveix influence the .intellectual development '
. Al . / . - e
N N L /

e . - - ° - . . ;,
. : . ~ . .
» . : )
. . - i . "
: : - . e -7

e

o
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self:eSteem.

" important teacher.

» The~addition of the HLC in sequené?lto ECSPEP perm1tted.not only

proJect.,
PN

" Related Research -

\ . C—

Further,‘theﬁhomelvisitor systemhwas'designed to.”
enhance the parcnts' sense of control over the: env1ronment and X

e b . M
3

of the child.

-

e . ' 1 )
Since thg’family_wah viewedas the central learning environ-
’ - -

-

ment and the home as the critical Place for infant edugation, the

) % . o ' .
was seen as the child's first and most

parent,\usually the mother,

Central to these programs was the-desire to -
enhance the parent's,view of herself in this regard and to provide

her with ways to implement such a view. . . '

.

g

3

The HLC approach to early stimulation contlnued the baSic

'program with these families’ through the th11d's th1rd yean of life.

an ana1y51s of the effects of the HLC by itself but also its effects

i
”

Ain comblnatlon w1th long1tud1na1 1nterventlon beguﬂ the years

. !

before age tWo

onducted from

s

NoVember 1968 through 1970 and the effects on ch11dren\and parents

\

three years after termination of the program or at child's age six.
' 7

L

-

The related research cited in the next sectLon was as of Janu.ry,

‘

19689 and formed part of the background for the ratlonale of the

¥

! »

’

- il . . . ‘. N

;e by the end of 1967, considerable interest

i Although‘there'was,

/

s

oo

Iy

‘ in 1nfant dnd early ch11d stimulation in the flrst three years of

11fe most of the stud1es had been of-a 1aboratory nature (Whlte 1964 ;

oL )

-y
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»

. . o . . 5
Lipsitt, 1967; Hunt, T966; and Ricciuti, 1965) or of .a longitudinal, .
. ‘non-interyention type (Bloom,»1964; Kagan and Moss, 1962; Bayley et
al., 1967; Escalona, 1967; an'g Murphy, L., 1%62) TField studies
R whlch attempt to use intervention procedures were conducted by. Schaefer
and Furley (1967) and Caldwell and Richmond (1967). Con51de‘Pb1e B

1nvest1gatlon, but of ch11dren above ‘the- age ‘of three, had been

,conducted by Gray and her colleagues (1966) and Weikart and his (1967)

.

. In general, the model of these field stud1es had been ?o.use well
educated personnsl as the 1ntervenors either d1rect1y/95th the ch11dren v - ,
or w1th the parent in a home v151tor role Paraprofe551onals had been ‘

'“ used in many ‘of the Head Start programs ‘and teacher a1de work as well , ‘ .

.o as in some of the medical intervention programs. | However, in these
programs, the paraprofe551ona; was usua11y superv1sed on the ]ob.

| Work . w1th young ch11dren (except for the PEP and/EééPEP’pro;zcts)
~did not use pkraprofe551onals in 1ndependent role's. . We were using -,
the paraprofe551onal as anclntervenlng agent B | :

Interventlon programs usua11y dealt with a broad spectrum of o
behavior (Schaefer and Furley, 1967).or on the,relatlve superlorlty L e

of ! combined home -visitor and center approach in the performance of

f

fodr and five year olds (Gray and Mi}ler, 1967; Welkart, 1967) The

t

PEP stimulation mater1als ‘taught to parentsfwere based pn1mar11y

on\¥ Piagetian cognltive or1entat10n (Gordon and La11y, 1967) PEP - *V*

o
’

resq}ts "indicated that srch- a program“led to 1mproved cogn1t1ve
. and language performance of 1nfants at- age one (Gordon, 1967)

There was a~pauc1ty of 1nformat10n about 1nterventlon‘




s : 6
. . .f . . - .’/ . PIg 4
-programs for two-to-three year olds, especiall programs which e

taged homes to teach mothers ways to st1mulate the perceptual

conver51on of Plaget1an prlnc1ples and measurement tasks 1nto

-
——

-
-
t

were longltudlnal in nature in wh1ch the~fagilies had partici/// s

=y . / t/
pated in st1mulatlon procedures before/the’chlld reached years

of age, "This proJect was de51gned/to supply 1nfo’/atlon about

~that t1me period. /7//

. The technique of u51ng ecomomlcally dlsadvantaged women as
“ .
the maJor educational group fof both mothers "and ch11dren, developed

v

at the Instltute for Development of Human Resources was employed

The PEP and ECSPEP projects had already demonstrated that these

a

women could be selected instructed and placed in other dlsadvan—

S

i

motor, and verbal act1v1t1es of tne1r infants.

The procedures used in the FEP and ECSPFP pro;ects formed the

e

ba51c or1entatlon ‘to the HLC pro;ecc ‘The cogn1t1ve developmentalu

or1ent@tlon wh1ch ‘might be called neo- P1aget1an, that’ is, the

instructional act1v1t1es was to be cont1nued The .basic process o

of u51ng paraprofe551onal women as arent educators in a home cen-

‘tered operatlon is ba51c to the model ‘The major change,‘created

¥

by the developmental status of the chlldren (two to three years’ of

age rather than three months to two years “of. age) was- to develop

a small group sett1ng for addltlonal 1nstruct1on beyond the" home

visit approach. This:new setting- a "backyard center," still would

be home-oriented, as it was to be located. in -thé home of one of the
cmothers“whose child was in,the.program. \

PE

i
B
- f




' o | 'Problem ‘ | . ' 5 ;- »
- : e ~ \
o The importance of the earliest: Years of life as critical in .~
the deve10pment of the intellect as well as the personality-were
generally accepted in current-psychological and educational thoughtf
fHowever,.we stild lacked sufficient hnowledge of (1) acceptable

ot

al materials and tasks for providing such stimulation

t and'(2) pPL .tical,procedures‘to reich both urban and rural'families

/J - . whose children need such stimulation teehniques. In this projeet;
° " we sought both types of outcomes, ‘and they'were‘interwoven within
R one operation. : . ;‘ .
[ © 9 ; . T . k : -
. f . ' . S L. : . . .

Given ‘the. importande of early stimulation, how should it be

¥

provided? What should beédone, when should it be done, in what

co setting should it be'done, and .for how long should- it be providedf .
The PEP and ECSPEP pro;ects prov1ded and onld provide;-beginning
answers4on the chtid from three—monlhi_LQ_EEQ years. The HLCvprojeet'

asked these same questions for the two to three year old.; :
. p

\ e

ObJectlves S | o

-

Tm

The overall aim was to 1nvest1gate the effectlveness and practi-
cability of a home Centered techn1que.for cogn1t1ve, 1anguage, and
persona11ty deve10pment of mother and child, based upon the use of

parent and child educators who are themselves members of the popu-

: _ lation served. This_model represented an innovation in famlly ser- .

: . : _ . _
vices which, ¢f effective, extended the reach of the professionaL,“

“ —

upgraded the competence- and 1mportance of the non-profe551ona1 and

e . -in the long run reduced the need for such services as participants

‘ bd ) v . - : 3 o
. . . . i
v ' . . .
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became more capable of meeting their own needs. ‘The .specific aims
were to answer the following questions:

a. Can a combined home visit and home learning center approach,

using paraprofessionals as the key edncators of parent and child, be

,%ustained for children-ages two to three and their mothers?

b. Can 1nte11ectua1 and personallty st1mu1at10n materials be

developed which can be ea51ly taught to the mother and ch11d by

+

. parapr0fe551ona1s? - ) ~

c. Does early ch11d st1mu‘at10n provlded thr0ugh a program f

such as this, have cont1nu1ng effects as youngsters reach k1nder-

&
. : o : \
garten and the beginning of school Years? R

The follow1ng hypotheses were tested 3 ¢ X

(1) At age three, the child’'s 1nte11ectua1 performance W111
be a ;nnG& on of 1ength .and t1m1ng of tralnlng The order of por-
formance w111 be from”those groups w1th the most to those" W1th the
least training_ Awhere groups have equivalent t1me.1n_tragnmng, the

order will- be from ear11est to. 1atest.

o [

(2) At age three, the ch11d's self concept w111wbe a functlon
\

,of 1ength and’ timing of tra1n1ng A o ' \ |

. |
3 : -

)
(3) Durlng the time in the home learnlng centers,,ch\ldren will

show a trend toward . those behaviors usually assoc1ated W1th\p051t1ve

-

self concepts. T L . : \

. . \

(4) The" mother s V1ew of herself will be a functlon of length

: \
\

and timing,of participation in the parent education program. N

v o . Ay




(SOOThe number and range of mothers' soc1a1 interactions will

e~

» : " be a function of 1ength and t1m1ng of parent educatlon _
L4 \
(6) There w111 be a. trend toward 1ncreased communlty activity
in the. mothers, in proportlon to part1c1 ation 1n parent educatlon.

(7) The above dlfferences will coftinue to hold for the ch11d

tudinal issue. °
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2. Procedures -
‘Sample . ‘ T ‘ o ’ s - ‘ q

The sample of mothers and children consisted of 1§3'fami1ies

' kho were in\either‘experimental or control status in the PEP and
B % Jin
ECSPEP pro;ects plus an add1t10na1 57 exper1menta1 and 14 control

."A‘

N,
{randomly a551gned) fam111es Tor whom}part1c1patlon in the pro;ect
was new. The or1g1nar samp1e was 1dent1f1ed at b1rth of the ch11d

by the Obstetrlcs staff of the Teach1ng Hosp1ta1 of ‘the -J. HllllS”
’ MlllepwHealth Cenb_'f

T the Un1ver51ty of Flor1da The crlterla'

_for,gelectlon,‘ln addltlon to the ec0nom1c code of "1nd1gent” on

3 . . . A °
O

0

‘the hospitaloadmission form and residerice ‘in Alaehua and 11 other

» e
o -

surroundlng countles were single birth, no'breach ‘or Caesarian

"-c.‘ Y
N - 1,,

v de11very, no- compllfatlons to the mother or 1nfant no ev1dence

A

of pentar retardation and no ev1dence of mother 'S mental 111ness

\A' .

('y,

1' "New f 11e§‘were\added 1nto the 10ng1tud1na1 populatlon
“beglnnlng 1n November 1968 in order to 1nvest1gate the effects
N j’of tra1n1ng on ch11dren and mothers who had o prev1ous exposure.

to the pro;ect .Crlterla for the seleetlon of the new»populatronﬂ

were less strlngentwthan those for the original popufation.‘ e

" did not secure any obstetrical or ped1atr1c >creen1ng nor- were?

. the,bables necessarlly born at the health center;.rather, they

were,recru1ted»fr0m fam111es that mettthe OEOIguidelines so that
the econom1c background of the fam11y was similar to’ that of the

, or1g1na1 group but wq knew 1ess about the healthjsituationﬁ‘

Since geographlc con51derathns were important”in transporting

‘ch11dren, we tr1ed to develop areas ‘of contai"close .to the Centers

‘and assign our parent - educators to attempt to recrult fam111es

- ‘_ A . . PR o

619

ety
VP
ey
Cowr
S




@

A}

a

RO §
- g P a
Many of the new families were living in two housing projects that.

had low income as one of the’qualifieations foraadmisslon.. There-

‘fore, the procedure for selection’ for new families, while more

subjective, produced a populatlon similar to the origihal populationl

Families were not asked their income levels,’but those famllies

whose income levels appeared too high were eliminated from the
study In order for the famlly to be in the pr,gram~’the mother

@ e o r

had to agree to be visited once . afweek and work w1th the parent

educator; She also had “to allow thejchild"to go to the home .

learning center twice a week. 'The'program was fully explained

to the mother and written conSent 1n keeplng w1th the -Public

a

: Health Service rules on research 1nvoTv1ng human subJects,was

e

obta1ned : : . )

There were a total.of 106 famllles in the HLC group, 55 in

'control (no 1nterventlon) and 43 in control dur1ng HLC who had

.',Treatment.Plan .-

previous 1nterventLQn.

‘?‘/.J

s

Tox

,Table’ l“lndlcates the treatment plan show1ng the Varlous

subgroups from 1966 to when the chlldren were Six years old All

the children we?e.born between June 1, 1966 and November l 1967 -

~

The f1rst two" years of experlmental treatment were in the PEP: and
ECSPEP programs and con51sted of weekly home v151ts. The th1rd

year was in the HLC pro;ect and 1nterventlon was weekly home visits "

as well as eXperlence in a group sett1ng tW1ce a week ThlS plan

allowed ‘the testing of the effects of amount and'sequenceuof eXperience
. ' . ' ‘ oo -

v
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»order to prov1de this treatment there are three steps

,ment of materials

Development of Materials

S . -¥ ) . . .
on changes in pefformance of mother'and babies. ‘The treatment ‘ e
o . . .

variables were presence of instruction, length and tim}ng of

NI . "’1

instruction " and type and. content of'instruction.; Dependent - . _;

o
e /

variables were ehanges.in the mother and‘childj' Specifics are

-

MY

cgntained in” the-hypotheses. . " i
L } . //‘ , . - ) o - " .
The major treatment Variableswas‘instruction b& a parent ¢
educator-—childAdevelOpment trainer of mother and child. In R e

(a) develops = ..
(b) training of the parent and child develop-

ment trainers, and (c) 1mplementation in parent education and home ; L

learning centers. . o » ; C o - .
& ) SR ' : S E ..

*
Y
P!

The Home'hearning.Center Program

L}

. . -

In the PEP and - ECSPEP pro;ects the original materials for o , -

o .

‘..Home Learning actiVities had been deSigned by the University -group,

0and then in the delivery of these- alternative materials.
time the HLC pro;ect was proposed the results were not available

as to‘xhe relative merits, if any, of these two approaches. We .

. e
. s

explained to the parent educators, modified somewhat by their | e

reactions and then reproduced for use. Also “in the ECSPEP pro;ect .

an alternativé set of activities®was designed by a new group of

The

n ’educators and an early'ChildhOOd education SpééialiSt'

'parent»educators themselves participated heav1ly in the development

o .o

At the

-

proposed for the HLC, then,

an approach resembling the first. We,

£ s L A - .
50622 C

N

RES
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i,

-~ . " projected a curriculum development team which woqyd,develop materials,
try them out on a small sample of children, then present,them to the ° S
! ’ i . . . N .3'17"‘. . . ' !

EE . HLC Directors who would eventually use them in home visits and in
N the centers, and feed'back information as to their effectiveness.
This procedurelproved far_too cumbersome and'inefficientf

. Not only was the procedure diffioult to 1mp1ement logistically
[' -?.n
. N
| " but also the re°u1ts came‘in on the éomparative mater1a1s'from the

ECSPEP proJect of the’performance of the ch11dren at 12 months of
€ :

age. We found no- s1gnificant difference between the Griffiths Scale

~

]

*performances of children exposed to the original»materials versus

those exposed to the one developed by the parent educators under - _ S

: - - - : ) N |

professional 1eadership at ageone In fact, there was conSiderable

similarity between the two sets of . activities. Further the morale e

&=

of the. second group of parent educators seemed to be somewhat highex
because of the1r part cipation We made, therefore, a ma]or change

in operation in the P ocedure we used for the creation of mater1a1s

s B e

s - for home visits and se in the home 1earn1ngﬂcenter., We still ' o '

e e = e o b v e e et = e s s+

*a : : believed in the development -of systematic materials stress1ng lan-

guage, cognitive development, and-self-esteem. We shifted to 1nvol- : 'Z

N

'v1ng the HLC Directors themselves more. fundamentally in the develop-
ment'of-materials We found that curriculum peop1e from early child- .

N v, sty
' 0 . « o . ¥ '
’ i ' - » s'":‘J ' P .4

?

cy ot

hood education and graduate a§Sistants with 11tt1e training were.. ﬁg "

!
‘ - not able to enV1sion the thes of homes in which maﬁerials would be
o -‘: needed nor were they really skilled at knowing enough abcut the behav1or
" R and capabilities of two year. old. children. . t oo o
' . T, @ - a.

-
N4 N v
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’ - ~ In-service training_.a.:The'acti'vities for the parent educators

. o L : . ' oo Tt '
to use in the HLC were developed on the one’day a week .set aside
. U A . ; o=

=

for in-service training. ' During this day the paraprofessionals v oL
developed‘and learned‘sﬁecific'tasks to teach the mothers. The-

Center;Directors then went into the fie1d to show,the_mothers these -
_tasks. We found that a number of the parent educators with three
: L

: years of experlenCe, who are also our HLC Dlrectors, thought that
f .
- our or1g1na1 system overlooked many of their: good 1deas They had

PR . . s
.

' ideas they wanted to~try with ‘the mothers. Further 'many of our L K
;R ’

or1g1na1 tasks for this age group d1d not 1nteresf ‘the mothers,
especially those who had’been.wlth us for the f1r5t two years They .

" felt that they were repetltlous and were not challenglng to them

’ -~

: Therefore _our new act1v1t1es were developed with clear cr1ter1am‘

A4 417

o ‘ ;;1nterest for both the mbther and ch11d not. ]USt the ch11d alo

Y {' L R Respon51b111ty for activities develqpment sh1fted to Dr Gu1nagh
LT ; e < °
- as Project Field Director,ﬂand to the HLC d}rectors, and we 'disman-

s

'.tled the special,curriculum groupvd At-least two hours were devoted . f;ff
. . . R . . oo 0 “ “ ‘ L
p t6 materials on each in-service daY ~We~continued to have a'small 'ﬂ .
group of ch11dren in our apartment locatlon for try -out and t(stlng
lThe paraprofe551onals ‘did as much of the creatlng of mater1a;;.as . -

the profe551ona1 staff We developed tasks that were- very ‘concrete

:;‘and easy for mothers to 1earn and we bought many of. the s&%plles ? C .

o

e to carry out these tasks. For éxampler “we made small toy bags" for
g T each of theachlldren and" bought some suﬂplies such aSJpaper scissors, g
° ) oo

q

and crayons to use 1n\teach1ng the ch11d.. We could “then be sure that

*
- v,
. N

aansrr N
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s
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o o the mother had a11 the supp11es necessary to teach her ch11d All

- L]
. .

the parent educators tried out the new act1v1ty during the same week o

b They discussed_the,usefulness of the activity during the following

week's in-service day and-proceeded to the next activity.

This i's not to imply a fixed program in whiéh'all mothers and

e

. children were doing-the same thing at the same time. There'were a

AN

backlog of activities and the HLC Director together thh the mother
. W ) o v -
~» ™ . who lived in the, home could dfaw on’ any of these with the group of e

ch11dren as we11 as u51ng the general p1ay materials in the center

T e -

f~—+—v‘Further the act1v1t1es 1ntroduced by the parent educator 1nto the

home with the mother were selected to meet the cgmbined needs of R
mother and ch11d and cou1d be any ‘of the aetivities that had been

°

LT developed not jUSt the ‘one in, the process of development Since
‘-\’ E = . / _;.. y

o ' children entered the "HLC as they turned age two and stayed in it R

Efor a year, and since their b1rthdates covered a seven month time,
¢ 4 ,‘,__, A N 3 jv
¥ *”'-fiperlod for the original group and another seven month period ‘for <

b . o .4 B y
LI N » r»

‘the ch11dren entering from~the ECSPEP 1nfant phase, ‘the program

" < . was geared‘to the child “even while the continuing activ1ty develop- LT

e ment process was g01ng on. X : RS

“ ° - " e -

The specific act1v1t1es developed in the program have been

published in ChiLd-Learning.Through Child Play, by Ira J. Gordon,

o T o Barry J. Guinagh and R. Em11e Jester St Martin s PreSs, 1972 ' 'f ‘
. " ' o " .
S A11 roya1t1es to date have reverted to- NIMH. A, L

The act1v1t1es,we developed were not ends,in;themselves. .Research
. - : | - T . . Ly

.o .?liferature.generally suggested that specific tasks or skill trainingt

[

»
.

v
N

o™




. A' o : . - ‘ ; 7 ' .
| ' T with the child-'algne did not inecessarily remain or maintain-itself
when an intervention program.was compieted. Our goal was to influ-’ ‘
o ence the mother and‘to so develop a re1atlonsh1p between Jparent and )
B ch11d that gome tra1n1ng would contlnue past the end date'of the °
. A proJect. We hoped ﬁhat ‘through the act1V1t1es parents WOuld feel .
S \ :
| a responslblﬂlty for the1r Chl&? s educatlon and develop a belief
. Ty . that they have some control over ‘their ch11d's nb111ty to 1earn CoL S,

It was eV1dent to us ‘that our- paraprofe551onals developed a h1gh
. Ny . .
AU N 2 / c 9 ]

. morale and?a certain 1eve1 of sophlstlcatlon that would ea511y 3 ' ) “

maintain 1tse1f past the f1na1 date~of the1r 1nvolvement in this . B

project. The goal was ‘to do thlS for the parents
C '_ ¢ . ; "

'

4 " In—SerViCe'Training' “." S . L f ) : V. !
¢ . - °. - . In the HLC‘webdeVeloped a wide set ofwmaterials which enable

.
re @

ch11dren to explore and try out their ah111ty to manlpuIate toy

Woos . 5

©+  "and to use language in re1at1on to them In PEP and ECSPEP our ' R

Ya

i basle tra1n1ng had been on the de11very of act1v1t1es and- mater1als

Wt

on a one- to one ba51s to the mother in her home. Visifs to the’

- B -

center by the pr1nc1pa1 1nvest1gator the project field d1rector,

wand Dr —Jester made us aware of the need for tra1n1ng parents the

- -

L

d1rectors and the mothers in ways to cope with a group of children.

- . . ,

¢ T

They needed assmiance in organlzlng the ecologlcal settlng to 1mprove - i
. & .

the poSitive\emotlonal climate in the center. Because our or1g1na1

work had been Compietely on a home visit ‘basis, 'W1th'a one—tofone B

contact between ‘parent educator and mother ‘we had not been aware

ot - -

wo . of spme of the 11m1tatlons in, group ch11d rearlng technlques of both

e
(r=
r
e e i
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s the mothers and'the parent educators. Therefore, we developed a

.

. supervisory system in whlch ‘the- above three professors and Dr. Richard

.
'S

League, who Jolned the Inst1tute in January, 1969 were a551gned to

R &

U particular HLC directors ,and- v1s1ted each weekly on e1ther home ,
N s
[T SN T Y. _(o ,

K , . visits or at the centers. A portion of the in- serv1ce day. was set

e - aside for small group meeting} of the center,directors and faculty K
a = ) P . . R e
: toldiscuss difficulties,‘to develop ideas for.improving positive
L ’
Aemotlonal relatronshlps in' the homes and centers, and the general

, conduct of the group operation. In add1t1on to these grogp act1v1t1es

and_materlals development, each parent educator had about one hour

. ' ' " . . -
\of individual, private conference time with a faculty member~to go

~ . ) . e
. : ) {

.over her ‘activities with the familles and receive support and'guié

-dance. Home visits were also made by faculty with parentzeducators
. ~ E , ot . ° .
g .~ when the latter wanted 'special help. -

The Home Learning Center -

The home center or "bacKyard center" was the home of a mother

o ’ in the projeCt,'selected so as to insure safety to the childfen and
l: E adequate space, for a small group
‘f o There were seven centers. Four of the centers were. in the homes

of mothers‘in Wiiliston, Newberry, High Springs, and Hawthorne,aFlorlda.

The -other three centers were located in low income housing projects '
9 ¢

o - in Gainesville, Florida. We arranged w1th the Hou51ng Author1ty to

= . o

give the mother»an extra bedroom. For example, if her family size

—

allowed ‘her a two- bedroom apartment *he Housing Authority gave her

B -
- . a three-bedroom apartment “and the th1rd bedroom became\a\ba\\zard

center. This room was used only for a,backyard center and was not>.

- ‘ i ' o .
i Vo ~used by the family. . .

=
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' ‘Each'child' spent four hours a week in two separate sessions at

1

the backyard ceénter. He was”transported to the center by the HLC'
director. A graduate student accompan1ed her in the car to insure .
‘the children's safety " Centers were located in nelghborhoods as

close to the populatlon distribution of the ch11dren as p0551b1e so N

"o
%

that there was a minimum of transportation. A center was simply
K/[ : - a home, especially equipped where five children at a time were

- o brought tW1ce a week for small group 1nstructlon and act1v1t1es
Al

The backyard center dlnector was a former PEP or ECSPEP parent

o

educator. This meant that she came from the disadvantaged popu-.
lation. She was trained by -participation in the previous projects
so that she understood the importance of early child experience and

ce

-had some of the mechanics of sfimulation well in hand. . It Was our
s i
J

o ‘ 1ntent10n as a part of” the general upgrading of- the parent edUcator
that she was gdven more responsrblllty in this new rolet She was R
g " in charge of the center.' The'mother in whose home these activities

occurred was\employed as a helper of the backyard ceﬁter director.

- . °Slpce one of our maJor goals 1s increasing- the competence and
v _ . # feelings of self-worth of members of the populatlon,_we felt this )
N . definition of the task goes toward achieving this aim; although for

. several practical reasons we did not study changes in the parent'
educators. A workload for the backyard- center director consisted

v of four days with chnldren and one day of in-service education,
4 B

.worklng w1th the mater1als and learning how to teach sma11 groups

of ch11dren.~ The in-service education .time served a dual purpose of

,'__—__’_____________,-,_.M S

«—‘/ ppreparmg her for the work with. the ch11dren and as a testln%round

3

e, o for the mater1als.

¢

| A o . ) TR




D v .20

- - | "The parent educators were selected bn_the criteria of: high
school graduation unemployed or. low 'level of employment some
exper1ence with infants. Applications were solicited through church
groups, Head Start groups,‘school offlclals, and - f1nally the Florida

Stucze Employment Serv1ce Two of the 1n1t1ally app01nted wh1te
educators did not meet the high.school graduatlon crlterla. There

- were many black. appllcants, few whites. The parent educator staff

ThlS was in rough pr0portlon to the racial compos1tlon of the sample,

1
) 3

althoughvall centers were integrated, and home a551gnments were also-

»
.

e . ~-integrated.

Patent Education

SR whi1e‘the'child.was(in the HLC prdject, the Jparent educator

worked w1th the mother on a regular once-a-week. schedule. This role

‘

was well def1ned in the PEP and ECSPEP-prOJects and represented a
e ; continuation of activity. The parent educator, through explanation

and demonstratlon, showed the mother act1v1t1es and ekercises to'.

be used at home . The work of the mother and the work in the HLC

‘was 1ntegrated so that home and centér act1v1t1es complemented

w

and supplemented each other For example, if a backyard center

ES =

act1v1ty>dealt”w1thfﬂook1ng at picture books, then the mother might

2

be shown ways to look at a book w1th her child’ .
The mother was also 1nstructed not only in the mechan1cs of

the task but also in general att1tudes towards use of" them and

o
-

some conceptual framework and rationale for the1r use. The essentlal

—ioe

et}

g
“orire
-

[

K

o

con51sted of 14 black parent educators and three wh1te parent educators.

4




S  , | o e
' mode of presentatlon was demonstrated by. the parent educator and
" modelled by the mother; The parent educatron program also requlred
} ‘ . introduction of materials into the home which were normally not
T ) - .. presentr‘ Paper, glue, ehi;oren;s scissors, balls and'other material W e
- . were brou%ht into the home on either a permanent or temporary basis.
‘ ' Although briefly reported here, parent=education, using intellectual )

2

i or1ented materials was the central -consistent thrust of the long;-

- . 'p. .tudlna‘ program “across the three (PEP ECSPEP HLC) proJects. The

- f'} o program was a hume or1ented not a-center- based one, even though
there was a small—scale center operation as the main change in the
- HLC project. - The focus consistently was on the family, and the role .

. of the parent as the baby's most important teacher.

an
o

/

SU ! ’ . ' s
The HLC project had three integrated phases. The.first, and

; ’ N o .
} ! \\\moEt important, was: the Pontlnued systematlc home v151tat1on on a“

scheduleafonce—a—week basis. Thls was de51gned to enhance the
.>j( : parent's teaching re}a%ienship to the child. The seeond'was the
: : ? —— T m——— :

N continued.development of materials for use in t e"home-visits.and‘
. e _ , . o

L in the new 'setting, the home learning center. The third Qas\the
home learning center itself, a small group experience for. four

hours a week, split intortwo sessions, for five children at a time. . R -

The center was staffed by the home visitor, who visited the homes

.

‘ .o . -t o

- : ’éome wh1ch served as a Lenter Each child thus had a four hour a - . .
——— i N . } B . N /‘

¥ N e 5t e pow

|

A ~ of the ch11dren in her center and the mother who lived.in the » s 'W
i

|

~— “
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week supervised group experience, and the parent had an hour a week z
hbme{?visit. The materials were devedoped to be usable in-both the. : ~F

: . R L . \ i

center and home.’ The hame visitor-.was the ‘link between® the two . %

settings, and involved.in materials development, Supervision and -

. supp'ort were provided by Uniﬁersivty faculty and.graduate students.
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3. lResults

L 4

f‘Attrition : ” L S .

Y - .
- S . . . .

The firsg ob3ect1ve was to answer whether a combined - home |
visit. and home 1earn1ng center appr0ach ‘using non- profe551onals
as the key-educators of parent and ch11d,’could be sustained for .

ch11dren ages two to- three and the1r mothers. JThe'attrition-statisF

¢1cs 1nd1cated that the answer is a clear yes. Of the 106 ch11dren

”

.and fam111es enrolled in the- HLC and tested on the Bayley at age

two, 104 stayed in. the program. and were tested at age three. One

-

of the obvious questlons in any long1tud1na1 study is the rate of
the attr1t10n of the SUbJeCtS. Although the fam111es were on1y in

~

the 1ntervent1on phase of the program while the ch1ldren were between

ages two and ‘three, the design requlred evaluat1on at ages four f1ve,

a

'and six.

4

_The: attr1t10n found in the\ﬂkﬁ’was "very low, as indicated in
Table 2. Using the test given at age-two, the Bayley Test of Infant
Development as 100°” 94% of the children in the study (including ¢

controls) were st111 1nvolved at one year later when the ch11dren'
took the Stanford B1net at age 36 months.. (The 1ncrease in g oup

"

"seven 1is. because two - ch11dren mlssed the Bayley although they were‘f

' ,1n the HLC. ) “For ch11drén in the HLC (Groups one, hree,,four,

and seven), the attr1tlon ‘went from 106 ch11dren 1u 104, After 36

'fmonths there was no ‘more 1ntervent10n and follow up test1ng was.

done on the ch11dren s b1rthday at ages four, five, and 51x.v.‘ o i

Several factors encouraged the parents' cooperatlon.' The mother “g<
\

was given $2. 00 for part1c1pat1ng in test1ng .~A11 ch11dren were \ ’

b

. L
T - , &
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I
}
V
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\
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- : ' ’ cL 'Attrifibn by Treatment Group . o s
= . : . \\\\ ] E
' T
- — = ~ - 3
. Number of Childfgn-Idking_Test At Ty |
o R . . . R [ |

: ‘ e - . R T
Group . years . 24 months '36 months. - 48 months 60 months ‘72 months T

2

1. all3 . R R L a6
Zj _first 2 4 14 ‘ 12 . - 14~ _-?; , }2’_> . 115
5 - second 2 12 " 12 ,;: 9 9 R L
4 " first § third 12 o 11 R S S . B! B | 9"

S first only 1. 10- 10 11 1

6 ' second only 18 - 16 'is 16 T3 ]
7 HLC; . e 55 57.4 . 52 s | TR
8 coﬁtrols R ssl | '_A‘so  . '52 ,i‘,‘ ' 52 . 51
CTotal - 204 ;“‘ 192 .ﬁ'ﬁ' 186 - 1§3L. e
Uy of entering = - 100% B 94% '91% L e2% . 88%
i)
Cp0033 '
¢ L ” |




rn; wanted to be a part of it.

. e v ) L : , , .
.- parents who moved and missed a testing Galled us the next year to

-'Materials Development >

‘25

picked up with the1r parents by the same dr1ver and brought into g
the test1ng'S1te, icse factors probably helped in. keep1n§ ‘the

%esting‘attritron rate sg low-between ages three and six. Some:

tell us they wanted their child to'be-tested. This is what-happened
ln'group six when only-15 children.took thehtest at aée four,'bot 16

ﬁgok thejteétfat age five. Most parentsfalso seemed - to feel that ~

- this' was . an important~and'interesting activity for their child and : 3

’~
<

ThlS study demonstrates that at*r1t1on is very low in the HLC

‘program. Attr1tlon over a four year per1od durlng follow up test1ng

was only 12%, = . - . . .

-

o ' -

The' second question was whether intelleCtual’and'personaIity
st1mulat1on mater1als could bé developed winich could be ea51ly taught
to the mother and child by non- profe551onals. We indicated in the
program descr1ptlon section the process of development. The materials
developed both in their or1g1na1 mlmeographed form and in the form

of the book, Child,Learning Through Child Play, have beenwwldely .

>

disseminated and used ‘in parent and child centers, in training .
programs for other 1nfant and toddler act1v1t1es, in the Home Start
programs and by‘1nd1v1dual parents who purchase the materials ln. ' i

commercial bookstores. The answer to the second question, then,

"is’ clearly yes.

i

|
' 1
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— ' Lasting Effects

- The third question, does early child stimulation provided
through progrAms‘such as this have continuing effects as youngsters
reach kindergarten and the beginning school years, is answered e

below. : o o - o : e

[ .
A . ’ -

*

Children's Inte11ectua1’Performance‘
| At age six, all . ch1Tdren were measured on three 1nstruments
The Stanford- Blnet The Ca1dwe11 Preschool Inventory, and The Task
Or1ented Behav1or Scale.
The f1rst two tests are cognitive‘measures, and_thevlast.is
a measure of>inyolyement or effort‘in taking the test. Several
. ‘ samples were used to do statistical analysee.- Tah}e 3 presents.the
data_for all children“who took all three tests at age six by then§
. eight groups (N=176) Table 4 gives the results on.theHStanford- o
Binet for all six year old children who took thlS test (N-179) o
There were three ch11dren ‘who completed the~Stanford Binet but d1d
not complete alil *hree of the measures. Table 5-gives the “result- L
for ch11dren who had the Bayley at age two and the Stanford Binet
at ages three, four, five and 1six (N—142)

The sample slze,varles_w1th each of these groups. The‘differentv

groups have” been analyzed in order to see if differences_might appear
if different criteria were used for the data. Keeplng«out children
from.the data who were. not present for all three tests, or who were

. not present for'testing eagh year, may change the characterlstlcs

~ of the.samplew B S o B ‘

S o 06635
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Lt . - \ . ’ : . , ' . . ‘ _ . X
' Means' and Standard Deviations .on Four Measures Given .at Age 6 ¢ .
. . by Number of Years and Timing of Participation in the S
e . Stimulation Program (N=176) _ . 5 '
) ] -Ta§k .Oriented Prie's‘cho‘ol o '
St#nford-Binet Behavior ~ Inventory .
. . . ] i r'a N . v./" ) L]
Group Years _ X . SD - X s ‘ X SD
1 a1l 3 26 9s.8%* 13,3 31:7 4.2 53.57 8.6 -
2 Y first2 11 98.0%% 12,7 34,90 9.6, - 52.4— 8.5
. 3 .second 2 8 948 6.7  31.0 - 2.1 . 533 3.4
4 first § third 9  90.4 - 10.0  31.6 3.0 . 48.1. 10.3 ’
. . ) ) . - - N .
5 first only 11,  91.3 ‘14.4 34.6* 7.2 49.3 11.8
6  second only 13 9.5 13.0  31.3 2.9 - 48.7 9.1
«  eTs7 0 HC. 49. o948+ 122 309 3.5 su.7 7.2 L
' ®  controls 49 89.2 9.8 . 31.4 2.2 50.6 9.1 .
. **Greater than control at .025 probability level for ohe;t;i'led?tes.t._
*Greater than control at .05 probability level: for one-tailed test.- ‘
% ~ [ -
, . 3 . ;
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— . ¢ " Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations for Stanford-Binet at Age 6 -~ . -
by Number of Years and Timing of Part1c1pat10n in the Y . .
L oy Stimulation Program T . o .
'f“ 3 ’ .' o i |
. = = i
o ' R o o e
z i Stanford-Binet "
s -:Group " Years N - X . .. SD ' o " I

- /.l'-' . : '- . . .
.71 all 3

A L

26 95.8** 13.3 E
B _, .

first .2

11

?98.0*

12,7

o . 3  second.2 8 94 .8%" 6.7
y 4  first § third .9 90,4 - N 10.0'
5 . first only . . 11. 91.3 . 14.4
6 - sécondonly 13 90.5. ) 13.0
7" HLC ) 50 94.2%% . - % 127
.8  controls 51- .88.6 & =10.2
. : . ) i;‘ . e
.. '  **Higher than. coﬁtrol p< .01, “one-failed.a» R
‘*Higher than: control p< 025 _one-tailed. °
. . : Total “N= 179. ) '
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Group eight is a comb1natlon of - ch11dren who were randomly
%

; a551gned as controls for the new HLC program when they were age

two (N=14), and ch11dren who were "already in “the control group
(N=41),' Since there was no Significant difference  between these:
‘two'group§,_they were combined to make N=55 in group eight.

3

Stanford-Binet. 'As“seen on Tahle 4, children in the program
all three years (group: one), the.flrst two consecut1ve years (group
two), or the second two consecutive yearS‘(group three), or in the
HLC only ‘(group seven) scored 51gn1f1cant1y h1gher on the Stanford- '
‘Blnet than the controlpgroup (group e1ght). The dlfferences are 7. é
points,»9.4'points, 6.2'points, and 5.6 points'respectr;ely.“:These
ecoree are three years dfter the HLC project'uae‘completed (in.group
one;'three,‘seven), and four yearshafter group two was in a home
v151t program fheee‘differences are'statistically‘bignificant{ but\
they are not 1arge in the absoiute sense.. However, itnshould be -
remembered that they occurred three yearswafter the end . of. the
~treatment, a treatment that was on1y m1n1ma1 and be1ng developed
fatvthe time it was in.operation..rTable 33.w1th’a sllghtly smaller
N‘(N;176 vs’N=179 in Table 2) gaue; the Same results for .the Stanford-
Binet.p. n ’ |

Table,S.gives the oata for children who have been'tested on
each occasion~since age tuo.j Figure 1 presenteia;visual.display
o} some of the’data. At age~two, there are no significant'differences
'among the eight groups,~ercept that group'four ;s lower than the
other seven groups. For group one, the means are 51gn1f1cant1y

greater than group e1ght the control group, at ages three, f1ve

and-51x.» For group two, the means are-51gn1f1cant1y*greater than
, . _ . .
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_' KEY: '——— 3 years in Program, (¥ monthsﬂ to 3'*year§. of age) .
B4 : - 2 years. in Program-:(3 months to 2 years of age) NO HLC .

sssssse 2 years (1 year to-3 years, including HLC)
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means than the céntrol group.
. ' e

groups and ‘the HLC over the1r controls ‘more than the boys over

"’ . .. . : ‘ . T v- N Q 32 .

the control group at age four and six. Group seven is significantly

~greater than the control group at ages four and six. Thus, the

. . T .
differences -that appear at age six.are present earlier, but are not

present at all ages. For some years, the differences between the

means of treatment and contrdl groupe, while approaching signifi-
"cance, do not quallfy as statlstlcally different. It might be noted

that the restr1cted sample in Tab1e 5 (those that had every test

[}

since age two) glves h1gher means for the control group than on

!

Tables 3 and 4% This makes it more d1ff1cu1t to reach 51gn1f1cance

. » A

between treatment groups and control groups. Note.alsd that the
var1ance has become more stablllzed and that the standard deviations.

at age six are.less than the usual standard deviation of 16 on" thlS'

 test. The groups are more homogeneous than expected | The data

1nd1cate that those 1n the program fOr three years or two consecutlve

. Jyears (groups th and'three) or in for the thlrd year only have hlgher

.

L

o -
S ~

-

Sex differences qh the Stanford-Binet. There are no'differences

——

within groups between/sexes as seen in Table 6. It appears that there

is a dlfference between boys and girls in groups two and flve, but

i
=, ¢

the sample size is so smail that the dlfferences are not significant.

The treatment appears to sllghtly favor the girls in the first two

their cantrols, with the reverse: for grpup three.v There were no

r

L p - T . 3
sex,differences for the Stanford-Binet/betWeen~the control groups.
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Table 6

o

33

Stanford-Binet Means and Standard Deviations by_Sex SN SR

e . ' - and Treatment Group at Age 6 (N=I79) »

¢

S )

Years ' o - N

Girls -

SD . - N

>

SD

» 1 Tall 3 . 12
‘2 first2 7
. . 3 second 2 3

first § third 3
5 ‘first only 8

6  second only . 7

7  HLC . o 25

Total 87

8  controls 22

95.
98.
88.

93.

193,

7
{

13.8 -o14

11.0 S o4

7.1 5

4.0 -~ 6

"16.0 <3

12.6 6

15.9
.

-

11.0 29

-

13.2. 92

102.0% -~ 16.1

“84.7 6.7

25°

96.5% " 13.3

¢

92.4 . 5.9

o1.3 - 12.3° . "

.

3

.0

b

*Significantly greater than same sex controls, .05, one-tailed.
g : g e s¢ s, pL.t ,

88.2  -14,2
93.8% 8.8
87.9 9.6
91.8 ~ 110
¢ H
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?f“a judgment rating scale (see Appendix 1). The correlation=between

34

}

-Caldwell Preschool Inventory. There were no differences between

any of the groups on this measure. This is caused -by the ceiling

on the test, since the test was originally developed for Project

" Head Start. This measure correlated with the Stanford-Binet (r=.54§~

A .
- . - o

see Table 7). - ' - o .

1

Task Oriented Behavior (TOB). This instrument measured goal

A .

directed behavior. There Weré_no meaﬁingful_differenceé among the
I : s

M \

groups at‘ageisixﬁ The standard deviations were very.small for

e

this measure; most of the children were very cooperatiVe and inter-

3

‘ estéd. The -measure was probably somewhat unreliable because it was

N - Wb

TOB and the Starfford-Binet was..44 at age six (see Table_7).

Conclusion. We can conclude that'the HLC prograﬁ~had a'sign'i—~

ficant and lasting effect on intellectual ability of thé ‘partici-

+ pants as me%sufédkhy the‘Stanfofd-Binet. Furt&er, children who.

were involved in the earlier ?EP and ECSPEP projects for ,two or
. *o :' M 4 . ’

b .
more consecutive years also consistently showed la

sting effects.
A . '

This includes_group two who were not pafticipants in the HLC pro--

ject'énd were .out of the proéram'for four years by age six. Most
s -

of the effect of this group may be due to’ the performance, of the
girls. . ‘ “. . )

R
Children's Self-Concept

Previous progress reports have indicated that we.were unable

tb‘Hevéldp a rgiiable estimate of children's self-concept during

_the pre-school years. We,.thérefore, did not test for self-concept

s —

o
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~at.age six since.we had.nolprlor‘measure. However, as part of our
_ earlier work an observation.scheddlelTSITCAT) for use in the back- -
yard centier had'been created (Weld, k1973) and the Stott'Effective-

- ness Mot1vatlon Scale (SEMS) had been°used as a rat1ng of mot1-

P
N -

vatlon shortly before age three (Kronstadt 1973). Weld found
R several items on hlS observatlon schedule which related to Stanford-
' Blnet performance and task- or1ented performance bbhav1or at age
three. Kronstadt found some relat10nsh1ps between the SEMS and
§tanford-Binet test performancefat age ‘three. Thls was also'trbe
for the girls alone. The SEMS predicted task-oriented'behavior -
for‘thewtotal groUp.and.for boYs and girls‘separately tsee Appendixoz
fer tables from the 1971 report on the Stott and from Weld's dls-
sertatlon) We had further found a relat1onsh1p between the GEMS )
at. age three ‘and task- or1ented behavlor at age f1ve.' Thls relat;onF ’

*"-i,.‘ ship (r=.28, _n Sl), whlle small, reflected the cont1nulng ability

of a mot1vatlonal rating of ch11d behaV1or in the HLC to pred1ct

—_— .
task- or1ented behav1or a mot1vatlonal measure durlng test1ng two

years later.. We, therefore, selected those 1tems from the SITCAT
e

and the SEMS at age three and exam1ned the1r ab111ty to pred1ct

e

the Stanford BInet scores and task- or1ented behav1or scores at
+ age six. Tables 8 and 9 present the means, and the 1ntercorrelatlons.

Table 9 indicates-that ne1ther the SEMS nor the SITCAT are able S

-
P

to pred1ct reliably performance at age six, although as we 1nd1-
cated above, theiSEMS was.still able to do thlS at age f1ve.f

There is Stlll a relatlonshlp between task-oriented, behav1or

@

-at'age six and Stanford-Blnet at.age 51x.' We have found thls

PO

relationship of task-oriented behavior to intellectual performance,

4

both. measures taken during the same testingfperiod,'each‘year.
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.‘;‘ ', Table 8- .. \“ . 3
- Means and Standard Dev1at10ns of SITCAT and SEMS iwu;J
Scores at Age %, S-B and TOB Scores at Age 6 L e e
(N—31 Home Learnlng Center Chlldren) : ‘
Item or Test y X SD
- J . - : ‘ . - . - ' "/.
- _SITCAT, A6 - Response to ‘adult's suggestion:
L watches, listens pa551ve1y . - .45 - .87
A9 - ReSponse to adult s suggestlon : e
ignores adult =~ . . . . . ’ W71 1.08
" D1 - Group play:ﬂ‘vocalizesvto_othei child . | -
or adultf - : : S . 15100 2.29 o
Gl - Solitary pfay; absorbed in play 1 7.74  3.46
"G9 - Solitary play: ea511y dlstracted : 'g .94 f ' 2.08
SEMS e o 22,03 9.99
'S-B. 92,71 10.27
TOB- ] 31.45  3.45
. /
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Table 9 B .'. -

s - . _ N L :
Intercorrelatiohs of ‘SITCAT, SEMS Scores at Age 3 .
and S-B, TOB Scores at Age 6 (N=31)

-

! A6 A9 - DI ,Gi'f Go  SEMS sfs TgB
SITCAT ;“.Ags ) 210 .09 .00 -.20 -.08 -.180. -3 -
A | 11 .04 34 .25 -0z -03
A\ b L 20 .15 . ..36% 04 .02 i
: s 61 08 -1 .24 : L2l - -
\' e o o Sz .03 .1 S
SEMS | B 16 .09 S o
., S-B . .55*%
e ‘ “*r = .35, p = .05, ' :
. N ¢
. .
s { “ -




‘ s Mothers Attitudes and Behav1ors ' . ) : ' | ’ »
“Fhe original hypotheses 4 5 and’6 dealt with expected changes

in the mother as a function of participation in the program. The
- - . . . ” S
~question we framed.at age six .was: are there any differences in

maternal»attituderand

three years after the

termination of the project?

behav1or as measured by an 1nterv1ew schedule

Tables 10

and 11 present the data.

~In order to have a reasonable sample .

»

. size, we. grouped the three groups (1 ,'
the program for two or’ more consecutive year

[}

longitudinal experimental group, We then ex
those who had only ihe HLC and group eight,

.indicates there are a number of items from t

(see Appendix'3 for ‘the interview schedule)

P . . v
“7;%dinaliexperimental parents differed from c

item on which HLC parents differed from cont
tudinal experimental parents-were more willi

to choose their own occuoational goals altho

education from,their children.

controls.
< .

3 on Table 1) who were in

s and labeled them the
amined group seven,

Table 10~ .

1

he six year interview
on‘which the’longi-?
ontrols,’but,only'one
rols. ‘

ng to allow children

ugh they expected more

Further, they have been more likely

to ‘continue their own .education and to change -their job status in

an upward direction.

Theywseeltheir children.as being able to do

academic things better‘than-other children‘and alsoias“teaching

younger 51blings materials learned in school

L]

Jhe_HLC.parents

are more likely to want their children to have more education

than controls. : v

-

iy
<o
Lnies}
-
o

Generally, longi-'
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- Table 10 .
Summary of Significanf Differehces'fiom Six-Year Interviéw Data
9'“ 2 ; ) ; '
- ) v _/—"‘,‘ . ' . ;
- L o Longitudinal ‘Experi- Home Learning " Controls
_ Item No. . mental (Groups 1, Center- Only (Group 8)
' - ' 2, 3) (N=50) ~ (6roup 7) . (N=49),
- R : o (N=d7) L
’ - 4 L .
= 1. Have you moved in the past year? , ‘
Yes RS TA s 5
No K 39 : "t 42 44
4. The latest move has been from: S
Renting to ' , T P
‘renting - 4 ' , -4 ~5 5
) Renting to - . . L .
' owning Y 1 o 1 * . 0 “
- Owning to ' o '
. - renting ; -1 : .0 . 0
7., What. is 'your current marital status?
‘Married 38 s 24
Single 5 o 14 10
bivorced 3 = 4 2
I Separated 5. 6 E 8
8. What would you 11ke your ch11d ‘to be’ when he grows up? .
Child's choice 31%* . 26 17 )
’ ‘Mother's choice - 23 - . 19 23
’9.; How much schooling do you expect. your child to receive?
. High School 10* A VL 25
Some college - 20 : 9 9 .
College Grad. 17 - 21 12
. Post Graduate ~ .. 2 - . B 5. 1
11. Have you gone back to school, taken any adult educatioﬁ-courseé or been
in a ‘vocational training program? ’ . -
Yes - 12 - . 9 . 6
“No . - . 38 ' % a3
o | . .
B "13. Have.you changed your job status?
Yes S ,’13*. ' ) .4 7
No T 37 . oo 39 42

~u=f/sl ?

¢,

-

[RUSUTE S
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' B . ' . © . . . T . - 1
Table 10 continued, page 2 L . |
i ; : n .
: . ‘ < '
Longitudinal . ' : . o B :
- ‘Experimental = HLC .. Controls N
16. What things does he/she do better than other-children? .
Academic ' - ' : R T : . ;
skills "’ 15* © 6 ’ : -9 '
Other : 5 : 9 . 11 !
. . . - o ) ) . (“ : - . i
18. Does your six-year-old ~teach\_your other children/child things he :
" ‘learns in school? - S . 3 . . ;
. -Yes = 2 SN o1 . 17— — i
. NO ) ' ‘, . 4 f . - - S R ’ N ", 11 o0 s :
,*G:dup" is si.gnific,aht‘ly‘ different from controls, p = .05, - 1"
- ’ . N . : .\‘ o . : - i ) . i 1
) 2 . E ]‘
4 o - : }
* 5 .
i B ;
° - . ¥ ;
. . il
. . |
- he _ * ' "}
: ; i
-y - : .
. ' E . i i
| i
i
! i
i
-~ ) - [ .
" . w +
s -— ; "
o
{ ‘. l
o N L
v . A
- ) .
’g&.»
» ¢ £
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. L ‘ v .
' : - A second way we examlned through the 1nterv1ew procedure .
- . .

o . e ’ ’ L . |

L - the attitudes and behav1ors of the parents was by means of the.

Home Envirdnment Review Scale (HER). This scale had originally been

. o ' deve10ped'by Garber {1970) as a modification of the'measures

.

developed by Wolf (1963) and Dave (1963) under Bloom (1964) at

. _“interviewer asks thé mother several questions and rates the

. .

|

_!

the,Unlverslty of Chlcago. To complete this 1nstrument the - R .
|

_ O response from one to five (see Append1x 4). We used seven scales
N‘ "‘ v . D" ‘ag_ 4
Table 11 1nd1cate that the long1tud1na1 eXper1menta1 parents who

o .

were in for all three years scoré h1gher than the ‘controls- -on all - o .;/;///4

seven scales. o S . _— ,

t . - : : _—- . . .
. . . . S, .

-
.

vThose mothers who were involved in the HLC program only Were'~_v L f
¢ ’ ‘

h1gher than controls onoflve .of thezseven Var1ab1es. 'AwareneSs

on-wh1ch the mothers who wére in for a11 three years Were hlgher

than both the controls and HLC has to do w;th see1ng re1atlon-

ships between_the ch11d's:behaV1or and'school performance._ Out
v : - - \ . . . . X
of home, the other.variable where the three-yearggroupiis higher,

ot has to’ do wlth the*parent uslng the'general env1ronment for 1earn1ng .

.

A The h1gher scores on the HER of the comblned longltudlnal exper1— o N f

. * (“’“4

mental group is pr1mar11y due to group one. The small samples in “a

Ll a

. group two and three may be 1nf1uenc1ng resu1ts especially since B

K

°

' group three was also in the exper1menta1 condltlon in the HLC pro- o
ject. The strong showing of the HLC group 1nd1cates that the one- ; .
;%ar program comb1n1ng the center for -the- ch11d and home visits B §

R v o

* for the-mbthEr.was influentlal 1n[effect1ng long-term maternal . X K

. | | J
. . . s
LRt ) . . . )

ERIC S
et L o , T )

Cow




- Additional Results
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44

attltudes and - rcportcd behavior. The combination of two Years of

o - . . 4

home visits from 3-24 months and HLC was cspcclally cffectlvc as

rcflcctcd by the HER ‘scores of one group.

The combination of the intcrvicw responses (Table lO) and HER:
scores from the rat1ng scale,se/tlon of the interview (Table ll)
show that mothers who were in the program_for three years report .

themsclvcs as more involved w1th their children's development and

H

learn1ng, more engaged in self enhancement ‘more aware of the ChlldLj ' _ s

1nd1v1dudl1ty, more ach1eJement or1ented and upward mob11e We' can

1nfer from their responses ‘that they seem to have more ‘sense of con-~

i

trol and higher self- esteem than mothers who wete" "in the control - - ;

population. e C . . S
) , , _ , :
1

Thenmothers who were in the HLC only seem to have been’ 1nfluenced .

V-

more in the11 attitudes toward the ch1ld as reflected by the HER

Tey

than in the enhancement of the1r own living’ situation (1tems four,

11, 13 on Table 10)% The one year program dt age two, while effectlve

‘o

+

dees hot seem as pervasive in effect. as the three year’ long1tud1nal

program. : o -

-, . . "

I

]

Throughout all three of the longitudinal projects, PEP, ECSPEP,
and the HLC project, we were concerned about ekamining process.as
~well as product. In part1cular, we attempted to measure the effects,
w1th1n the experlmental group, of maternal Var1ables on child per-

e

formance In the ECSPEP pro;ect two dlssertatlons-(Herman 1970; ' : }j‘

k Ether1dge, 1971) demonstrated the relat}onshlps between maternal

att1tudes towards self and att1tudes toward the proJect and- child

performance on the’ Bayley Scales at age two. Long1tud1nally, were

iy

TRIRY

-
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such’ relationships still predictive several years later? Tables 12 T -

/s,

. through lS'present the data. .Table 12 presents’the means and stan- ;C

=

dard dev1ations for the Stanford Binet at age six for the total popu-’ B

lation of 135 on whom we had Stanford Binets as well as Soc:al

oo

Reaction Inventory 1nformation ‘and’ educational level 1nformation at
o ageithree.' Table 12 indicates that the average mother,had-not
graduated from high school . 'The Social ﬁeaction’InventorviigRI) ‘.o
1s a. modification of. the Rotter (1966) I—E 'Scale' and had been developed ~
for this project‘by Bilker (1970) Table 13~1ndieates thav the SRI B |

cores of the* mother at child's age three andzthe educational 1evel

¥’
- [P . ot

N\, -
“Gf “the mother at- child's age threeAwere still predictivelfor the
- total population experimental and controlled combined,.of Stanford- R

N o

. :'Binet pcrforma\ec at child*% age 51x. .,

‘

Table 14 presents bx group, the means and standard dev1ations,

of the data in Table 12. The experimental group here fits‘the same

definition as that used in‘the Six .year inmerView data, that is,
those in groups one, two and three of the longitudinal effort The
How . I See Myself (HISM) Scale is a- modification of Gordon's (1968) ‘ . f:

How I See Myself Scale developed for children between three a d

<

‘twelve and was rcfactored on over two thousand Follow Through parents

.

= in 1969- 1970 (sce Appendix 5 , Gordon G_Jaffc). Table- 15 1nd1catcs | "':

B

that for thc 1ong1tud1na] cxpcrimental group only, ‘Stanford- B]nct

- Q .
at age s¥X 1is prcdictahle £rom the 'SRI. The ncgative relatlonsh]p . T

is in the cor*cct dircction bccausc high scores on the SRI repre-

sent an external view of reinforcement, low scores an internal locus
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Tébie 12
- Mcans' and Stanﬂafdeeviations, Maternal Variables af.Child's Age 3
and Stanford-Binet at Child's Age 6 for Related Items
S
Maternal Variable X SD
Social Reaction Inventory
. Total (N=135) , S 9.27 o 3,25
.Mothers of Boys (64) - 9.53 ~2.81
Mothers of Girls (71) - ——=—~ = 79.03 ' 3.59
! Educational Levell
Tot al | " 2.3 - . . .86
Mothers of Boys 2,36 . . . .97
Mothers of Girls : . 2.32 R .75
.Stanford—Binet ¢ T ) : ’ .
Total o ' 91.82 811,29
o ! - Boys - : 91.70 - 7 10.59
o Girls - ’ - 91.94 = -~ 11:89

'<_ lEducational Levei: légrade school, 2=up to 12th grade, 3=high -
- . school graduate, 4=some college, S=college
’ graduate., B C .

l | ' i
| - .
\ ¢ .
‘ o
1 . :
|

Nyt

Q d4805
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‘- ‘Table 13 |
Significant_Intercorrelations.Betﬁeen Maternal VariabTes E
at Child's Age 3 and .Stanford-Binet 1
) Scores at Child's Age 6 - - ;
( - . '~(Total Population) - A
Maternal Variable Stapford-Binet Educational- Level :
: ' ' 'Social Reaét}on-lnventory , . ?
"’ Total (N=135) -~ ST : -1 L §
Boys (N=64) - ) ‘ o ) ' ! !
Girls (N=71)- o . =31 ; - -,35 . ;
. Educational Level . v ' o i e -i" ;
. Tgtgl .'. - . .25 4 - | ! ‘ !
' . \ i
- !
' g
s
i
: |
) o N ;
|
: |
' - i
e ..'g‘
) n 0 5N n ’
lk\l'c : Gugan
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) : ' Table 14 -
Means and Standard Dev1at10ns for Maternal Var1ab1es at Ch11d'
Age 3- and Stanford-Binet at Ch11d's Age 6 . by Gvoup

»,

PR

f . "
Group
- L | 0 Experlmental - Home Learning Center " Control
Variable _ (N= 37) © (N=34) ' (N=40)
Stanford-Binet - 96.27 12.05 .  93.76 9.64 . 87.53  9.16
How. I See Myself - e DT | :
‘.Interpersenai ) ‘ ' :
Adequacy 55.84 11.34 57.56 10.44  52.73 . 11.90
© Social ¢ 39,417 ,4.46 38.82 7.74 % 38.90 _ 7.68 ;
-Personal ' ' o o . .
Appearance 21,57 5.82 21.56  4.70 20.05 672
Cdmpetence ' 17.76  4.03 16.74 ; 5.91 18.00 4.69 -
Social Reaction -~ , ' . .
Inventory . 8.62 9£33 3.20 . 9.85 ~ 2.99
_ Educational Level?  2.46 2.50 1,06 2.15 .57
' 1hxperlmental means at least two - consecutlve years 1n the program
Includes groups 1, 2, 3. :
2g Educational Level: 1 grade school, 2=up to 12th grade 3 high. school
< ' graduate, 4=some college S=college grad iate.
q : 'a.
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&

- of mother att1tude toward the. proJect lhls was developed from

Athe weekly reports (Parent Educator Weekly Report [PEWR]) completed

‘five'contributed significantly to .the multiple regression ‘equation,

of control. -‘There is also a barely reliable (r33) negative relation_

between HISM, personal appearance and the Stanford- Blnet for which

. /

"we have no-part1cular,@xplanat1on. Table 15 also reveals that for -

thls populatlon ther are considefable relationships.within each

K

group among the four HISM factors..
.As 1nd1cated above the Herman (1970) and Etherldge (1971) e

studies have used not only the HISM and the SRI, but also a méasure

at the end of ‘each home - visit. Slnce the report used in the HLC

d1ffered sl1ghtly from the reports used in the ages three to twenty-

' -

four months, -we establlshed a ‘new mother attltudg ‘index- (MAI) match—

ing the old one as much‘as_posslble.(see Append1x(3for both the_

Parent Education-Weekly Report and the items used'for computing the

mother att1tude index). We then,did a multiple,regression analysis

»

of the two maternal attltude self-report scales (HISM and SRI) and -

n B3 LY

the MAI aga1nst‘the Stanford—Blnet as’ the dependent vafiable. Table 16 . {

presentslthe means and standard deviations,. Table l7 the intercor- -,

P
- - .

relatlon matr1x and Table 18 the regre551on data . There were 69
mothers on whom we had complete enough data for dolng thlS analy51!

all obviously within the exper1mental group in order to- have PEWR

e

,data. The data’rndlcate that maternal‘attltudes both toward the

)

project and toward herself at éhild's;age three predict Stanford-

Binet scores at aé& six (Table 18). Of the seven maternal variables, -

§085990 -




Table 16

Means and Standard Dév1at16ns Home Learnlng Centcr
Populatlon Used in Multlple Regre551on Study
- . ” (N 69)

&

‘s

T . X "< -, SD

‘ Stanford Binet (age 6) T - , - T k;_=
: “Total (N=69) o ST ' 94.81; -, , 10.58"
~_ Boys (N 3y L . ‘ . 95.03 - . 11.77°
Glrls (N 38) . T . X 94.63 _ ¢ - 9.66

Variable‘and G;pup

MAI L . . _ : '
Total =~ . f : L34 h L2
Boys . . o ) ;32 - .13 .
Glrls FU - .35 12 :
'Mother educathp . o _ l -
Total 2 T ' ©2.41 - .1.07
Boys. . o : ‘ 2,52 1.26
Girls' . . ® 2,32 : .90 A

Social Reaction Inventbry c ST
~ Total S S 8.90
Boys . S » 9,13

63 .
.63 SN

(RN ERERE

Girls | s 8.71 .67

HIM '
. Interpersonal Adequacy o . - , :
‘Total ‘ IR - 56.63 ) 12.32
Boys ' S 58.13 - 11.08
Girls ' .ot C» . 56.37 ) . 10.13

Soéial ' o - . - . S
Total : oo " 39.45
Boys . .. - . 39.68
Girls e L ' P 39.26

S N
Personal Appearance _ : S
Total -~ .o ~ 7 21.41
Boys, ~ . : _ 22.74

' Girls . 20832

.56
.09
.19

- .

L

.02
.64
.11

T, I T I

.Competence B : .
" Total & S 17.64
Boys : ~ . : - 18.26
Girls . - - _ . 17,13

.21
.88
;62

IR




ﬁ\( o ‘Table 17 o ' . . ‘
'”IntercorTelations of Maternal Variables at Ghild‘s‘Age 3,and 4 . :

: : Stanford-Binet.at Age 6 for Home Learning Center
o . * Population on -Whom all Data Available (N=69)

. B h Sdéial.< Intérﬁer- Personal
Stanford~ Education. Redction sonal . Appear-  Compe-
- Binet (6) = * . o Inventory Adequacy Social ance .- ‘tency

Iy

B o e e g . o S - e o b
- 3

? MAL . : o - . -

% - © Total "(N=69)  .26* © .00 - -.02. « <,04 .04 . .04 -.16
: e ~ Boys (N=31) .18 -7 . -.02 . .30- . .12 .07 -.07
[ Girls (N=38) . .31*% .23 Sos.  -.27 0 -2 0 -11 =018

Mother Education - . : , : S .
: Total - S LR f-o-.20% . -.05 [ .04 L0415
. ©_Boys . -.04 | -, 17 -.07- .26 .06 _ .28 -1
G Girls ¢ A2 , -.46**  .-.09. -.08 - -.02. _ -.08 -

.

i . Social Reaction

i ' Inventory R : _ - . o

[ o Total - -2 . .7 .02 otz .21 -8

! . Boys o ) ‘ —'.24. . ) . ‘ o ' 'u.os _.12 .29 . -.31
: Girls ; -.25 < . , C o2 -.27 09 - -.01

HISM -

Interp. Adeq.

P - Total

v o Boys

e . Girls

-8 ' . © L2 .60+ . ,56**
-5 . S .45 .63 L43x
-.29 T BN VAL SR £ L

- - Social -
i ‘ . Total
o © Boys®
“Girls =014

.02 L L C st .07
. ‘1‘1 N . ‘ ) S T : ._47** L64%* e
’ LA1*, A5

Per. Appear.. . - : ‘ . .

. . Total =28 - L . E : : ‘ o .31

~Boys S -u36% T | - 200
Girls- - -,15 ’ . ' . ] o 43

Competency
: <. " Total ;
KRR Boys . . . .07

'.
o .
&

5 " Girls v oL21 e
e *p = .05,
' i = ,01.

**p
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‘l"v . . : : Table 18
E A 'Multlple Regression Maternal Variables at Age 3 to
N S Stanford Binet at Age\6 (N 69)

—
- .

W

Direction
. R : . of ,
Maternal- Variable .. Step = Mult. r. - F ratio = Correlation

] Mother attitude index ol 26 - 4.67* *

Social Réaction Inventory. ‘_. 2 : ¢  .35 . 4.,49* .-
" HISM - Personal Appearance -3 S39 T 3.98*- :e -

©o . N o : N :

Mother's "education IR B a1 © 3,21 o+

K - HISM - Interpersonal Adequacy 5 .41 2.58% +
it ) ' ) . . : .
. *p = .08, | S ' r
.‘7 " ~
7

. +° o -

| »
. ) ,

. i

JERIC o bes
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valghdugh most of the contribution was'made‘by the firsﬁ two (MAI

»

and SRI).. This indicates a persistent relationship between the -

e

matcrnal affective domain and,child intellectual performance.

'Thc daga;@cré'analyzed Ey sex, since both Herman and Etheridge
' foﬁnd*diﬁferenccs. Tﬁewmatefnél quiabips'for thciboys wgich_arc; -
'predi¢ti;%f2f their pefféfmance at age six (Table 19) are;twavHISM
iféctors (bersqnal App;aranéé'and Social) and mother's éttitude

“toward the prbjgg}ﬁwﬁiﬁmggpﬁination, they account for 26% of the

variance. Mother's education (Table 20) is ¥he potent inflience
for the girls, .accounting for Almest 18% of the variance. In com-

'binatﬂbé with it, one HISM factor (Interpersonal Adequacy), attitude

" toward ‘the project, which is not, in either case, the principal . ] E

variable, thé maternal variables related to child performance are

différent for boys and gir1s. In thg case of the boys,, the variables

are all'affeqtive; for the-girls, mother's education is more central.

In éither case, there is_a'bersistent‘?elationship between maternal
" variables when the child was three and the child's intellectual per- :
B | e

formance at age six.

_Summary of Results o e _ ]
: S ‘ |

~ Three maiﬁ”qdestions were addressed in this (HLC).phase of

the longitudinal® infant intefventionwthrough parent education series

of studies. First, could a combined home visit and home learning.
center approach, using non-professionals as the key educators, be

sustained for children age§ two to three and their:mothers? The

A

, \ ; ; e N
operation|of eight centers, and the low attrition data during the

‘time families were actively involved, lead to the answer: Yes.




u'lfRJj:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

Multiple Regres

s

55
Table 19 ' .
sion, Séénford=8inetvat Age 6 "
Boys (N=31) o :

®

.
Maternal Variable

. ' Direction
’ of- :

Step :'-Multﬁ T ' F ratio Correlation

<

=7,

™ , . ’ g ‘ e, o
. HISM - Personal Appearance 1 .36 -4.40* -
. . (K ™ -
g ' . ) — I )
HISM - Soc¢ial - 2 .47 L4007 L TH
. . R . LI
- MAIT 3 .51 3.09% %
s N ) ] . B
) : * IS - 8, ?
v R v , (4 . b o Lt
*p = .05. \ .
: ’ ‘ t ‘
. - X s
- e ~ s N
. ' ’
. . 7 . L ow g N o ) i &
B 3 .
% . . +
* M 2
L3 ’\(:‘ < .
- 8
d ) ; . '. : Jl
. o ) . : ~
- - - =~ ’ - ‘ A
3 vy
pu 1 R >
N = =
- &
M — LY * 3 o.
- - c
" _ﬂ: et 23 —_ o
G490 4 . |
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Table 20
" MUltiple'Regression,:Stanford-Binet at A%e 6
 Girls (N=38) '

' "Maternal Variable -

’

Direction *
of

Step C Mult. 't . F ratio  Correlation

.

"HISM -
TMAI

. Soqiali

" Mother education

-

1

Interpefsonal Adequécy 2

Reacfion Inventory

3

.42

.49

.51

.52

.

©7.69%% I
5.46% .-
4.08% " +

3.06% -

p = .01,

.
Q.
. ~—
n
-
o '
s
P
N
e
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. . Second, “can materlals be dcveloped whlch can be eas:ly taught X »
v . to mother and ch11d by paraprofesslonals7 The development and pub-
. *11cat10n of act1v1t1es leads to the answer Yes.
Third does such a program make a dlfference to both parent . . :
. and child severalkyears Later? The . Stanford Binet data on the- chnld— e W
C ' ren and thetinterview data~on~¢he mothers’ lead to the-answer: Yes.
- . * - . ’ w T
!f @ i S . t
(, >
/4' . - ) - .
. . ) "
. ,’ ,, ,
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: - Ty 4. Discussion

l.on ‘g\.l\t;ud inal Effects

The data prescntcdﬂabovb'indjcatcs that ‘the scries of projects .
N . - ” : ' .
including the HLC had long-term effects~on both children. and mothers.

Basic questions lying'behind the series ‘of .longitudinal efforts
‘ ' Yo ' - ST @
‘between three months and three years of age were the relative contri-

bgtion§ of 1§ng£h of.fime toneg two or three yeaﬁS)land or&er of

time (firs;,‘gegbnd’or.tﬁird.;eara_éombinafions of tﬁ? yeérs)_fo the?

effects on éhildren and pafents.“'we can ﬁnfer_from éhé'daté'that  .

the ;ost,éffectiVe results yefe achieved.with those families Qho .
‘ N N o AR

were in ﬁhe.érpgrém continuously from the chila'E‘age threéhmOchs

thr;uéh tﬂree years. ‘The effects Qn the cbildren in terms of Stanforq-

/~ L

- Binet scores at age- six and oﬁ%ghe mothers, as revealed ‘on the -general °

21

~. -
N » “ *

interview anJ'HomefEnvironment Review scales, show that this group.

consiftently exceed the contfql population’ and have maintained a

Xy

's;éady' th over the last three years from the child's sixth birthday.

- " ‘ ' ' LT y
The next set of effects seem to'be most pervasive for the children
‘who were in for two consistent. years, either the first two or -the

«

»

last two years from three months to 24 months or 12 months to 36

months. Children.who were in for both the first and third year do .

‘not show superiorify to . the control population. When we turn to

those who were in for-only one year, the data at age six.indicate
the éuperiority of the HLC combined approach of home visits and

i n

small gfoup qver:control for both mothers and children... Neither

. ' . x
of the other. one year efforts shows this. " However; it should be

¢
)

remembered that the .children who were in-for the first year of life

¥
e
e
ey
s
fosi 20

~

Sima

£
:
*
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-. h were out of. the program for five years, whereas the children who

|

‘; o o “were in the HLC were out of the program only three years. Further,
when we examine the results’at age five, it is clear that there
are lasting results for participation in the first year of life
. R - ) ; - * | .

only. P :
“‘:“

It is also+evident from all our data that our program iﬁ,thetg

-~

second Year ofﬂlife only (12 to 24 moﬁths) was an ineffective effort .
We have commented in othef placés (Gordon, 1969, 1973) that this

o may have been due to several factors such as the focus on motor

v

developmeﬁt in the early part of the second year of'life{ the nature

[ .
- i

of the activities may not have been as useful as in the first year

. . ¢ ’ ) ' ’
T .and the fact that the mothers may not have seen gains that are so” -

&

easily seen in the first year. We would suggestfthat intervention

b . p?ograms consider'woék.for a\Ti?imum.of two years and possibly
: ) lohgér if'ihey @ish to achieve‘sgme 1ong—iast;ng'g%ins,for.the
. fahily._ The HLijear alone has ;hch effects_on both'childreg_ahd
parents’, but. the effeéfé.do-not seém)as profouhd on thelparents as
do tﬁose of the long;;efh fﬁree yeargprogram.

To what do we attribute the fasting effects 6n.childreﬁ? We

have no clear data but we would speculate that the sustaining of
. - . gains on the Stanford-Binet for at léast thre€ years after the end

<

IR . of the program’ should not be‘ﬁmtfibdtablq-tp‘aﬁyéoffthe activities.
S R o RN R
< : "per se. Indeed, we found in the™ECSPEP projeéﬁ}that'two different

»

. sets of activities did not differentiate in the performance of

. . ) ’ . . . K B I3 R .
children at age one. Because we see the attitudes and behaviors
. . N . X \

.

C
-
D

—
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<
[aieed
<
0
]
»
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of the mothers as critical, we would speculate that the gains arc

v

' o due to the changes in maternal attitudes and feclings about education, //*

about the child and about'themselves. It is thesc- that contribute

°

to maintenance. of the differences between experimental and control.
An analysis of the correlation betwecen parent and child measures

. show how important maternal attitude is in influencing child intel-

° '

y ' . .ot 2 )
lectual performance. Since most of this analysis was done within < .-
. the experimental group, these ar€ influences. over and -above the

program itself.

The HLC was sueeessful., The longitodrnal program was also -

successful. The concept of a paraprofessional home visitor recruited

!

from the community and working on a one-to-one basis with parents

at.home seemé to be a useful and suceesefol one.» Further, the
amount or 1nterventlon 1n these proJects because df the'nature of
 ,1 ‘ the research de51gn and our desire not to have extren51c re1nforce—
ments via comprehensive services or the. p0551b111ty of one 1nter—

pretlng threat of loss nf service as requlrement for part1c1patlon,

”

was limited. Homes were visited only once a week; in fact, visits

were made two weeks out of three. The'time.spent in each visit was

usuaily less than an hour, ,The information conveyed was demoné-

tration of 51mp1e act1v1t1es and the encouragement of the mother
@

to not, only use these durlng the week but to develop her own. . e

- B .

Few'materials were provided and mothers,were shown ways to make

. o3

their own. Further, we were developihg the program while we were

. ~ implementing it, so that there were'supervisorY; training and con-

ceprual errors made QUring'the[course of -the years. Nevertheless,

M 1

y , | ] B - L | - |
EMC . ; o SRR 9 : —_—
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in spite of the.limited'approech, the development problems and the

lack rof comprehensive services, we feel quite confident we can state

" that the effort was successful. Further; it is highly géneralizablc

and we shall discuss that below.

"The Project as a Model : .

We 1nd1cated on page 1 that the project was develoﬁedlto demon-
strate an -approach which might: elther be used as part of the operatlons
of parent and child centers or would serve as a possible model for
family day care. In 1974, it is clear that the concept'of home-based
and . home visitor programé has beeh'wideiy adopted both in the opcratidn§_
of parent and child centers and in-the Head Start Program-as well.
Furthef, our Follow Through modcl in operation 1in eleveh communities
in ten states, was based upon the concepts developed in these pro;ccts
The research by other investigators,.such as Levensteig’(1972), Karnes
(1972), Gray (1966), and WeikKart (1969),,a1dng with ours, most likely
accounts for the w1de spread prollferatlon of home-oriented preschool
programs. Each of the.above 1nvest1gators worked in somewhat dlffcrent
fashion, but the common thread was home visitation of a consistent
type - Our main contr1but10ns were the use of‘the paraprofess¢ona1
the beginnings as early as three months of age and the developmcnt
of materials which also had-been widely disseminated (Gordon, Gu;nagh,

end Jester, 1972).

The Uome Learning Center conceﬁt; The Home Learniné Center )

concept hademany unique aspects. - In our program, it was always

seen as supplemental to the home v151t phase of ;%e program. The

HLC helped the home visit phase’by giving the\p@a‘nt educator direct
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cxpericnce with the child and,it_gave the parent'educatd} aﬁd‘%other;

T - a common toplc of dlscu5910n thc-child‘s'bchaVEer. 0f coursc; it
had thc obvious bencfit thqt the Ch]ldTCl and mothers liked the idea
of "going to school. ”. ’:\\\/ o h

— ' As we used 1t, the HLC was different from other group settings

for young.thildren. First, the se551ons lasted only two hours and
occurred only twice a week. The program was in no sense day care,
but more like anfabbreviatedanuréery school experience. Even with

this short amount.of time, the children seemed to adapt well-to the

experience. A second point was the age of‘the_childrea._'All were

- betwgen age two and thrée. This ie.a difficult agedtolworE.With

because the children do not work well in groups. They-are too young

"~ to follow directions.“ It was also 1mp0551ble to work w1th them

s

//' individuallly -in any planned fashion, i.e. 15 minutes with each as
. we had originally planned. lhe adult had to be flex1ble and pick

up on and be respon51ve to the 1nterests of the children. They could

work with individual children, but the selection of when or how

© long and with what was a choice tspally made by the child.
. . - (2}

There were household duties ‘witich had to be performef because

of the age of the~phildren. D1apers had to be changed, snack time,

etc, This meant that the HLC staff were not able to spend the total
two hours in instructional or supportive ‘interaction with the child—v,“
ren. "They could prbvide a geherally comfortable learning environment.

The children were freed during most of this" time to relate in their

own fashion with each other:and with the materials in'the center,

Lo
=~

e
HO
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'but the two adults had to spend port1on of their time in gcnoral
mahagement. This rcqu1rcd empha51s in the in- servrce tra1n1ng of
understanding how to work with a group of ch11dreng,‘ o
The spec1a1 strength was the way in which thc HLC aided the
home visit progranm. It was a place de51gned for knowing the child
bette1 'so that whenlthe parent educator worked Qlth the mothcr
~ she. could match the sugge%ted'act1v1tlcs to her knowledge of the
child rather than the high po551b111ty of szmatCh 1f activities
were simply t{ken to the home. Another strength was the small
number ‘of children. There were only five ch11dren and two adults
.“Most”ofgtﬁe-parenté and most of the childxen would.have preferred
herng able to attend'more doys a week for 1ohger periode of time.
‘ We would suggest . from oux experlence that any HLC otll\re

. ~

(1) a combination of center and home v151tatlon (2) small groups

:

of children, and (3) a broader'age\range'than ours. Hoﬁefully,

Lo

= it would also be p0551b1e in other programs to hdve a longer period
of time and more days of the week. A questlon however is whether
following the last §uggestion ofilonger perlods and more-oays Qoudd
iead'parente ehd staff to see the program as center‘baoed.. It may
be that our four hbursAa week kept‘the emphasis where we desired
it, that is, on the home visit endlof the program, rather’than on '
the center.

[/Our HLC's were 1ocated in the parents' homes. There were a

' number of problems with this. First, since the child of the HLC

S
o~
-
=

-~
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o
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\ o

mother ‘was living at -home, _thcre was the issue of the relationship

of that .child, to the parcnt educator and moth01 Awhcn both werc
working together in the center Since some of the HLC's have, been -

' set.up on a somewhat permanent basis the child 1iv1ng in the home

often viewed all the toys as his rather than as belonging to the

-
- e -

center. In add1tion in many of the homes there were: other pre school -

° i

_children of the;mother present,'but,they “were not involved in the
program.  We had babysittér‘problems and .a number *of difficulties
because of thlS 51tuation

There were -also problems 1f the HLC mothcr or any of her ch11dren'

-

were ill This meant the center had to be closed ' It'also cut_the

kmothel off from some: of her norma1 social patterns ‘She. found. it~ -+

dlfficult to respond to friends’ v1slt1ng dur1ng the day or phone calls

if She were at Work, The concept of being at work 1mpo°°d 1im1tations,

L}
7~

iupon her general effectiveness. Early in the game there were pro—'

- >

’blems_in the-cleanliness and sanitation of the home} This had'beenJ

espec1a11y true in cases ‘where fam111es had. moved from extremely "

-iinadequate rura1 faC111t18511nt0 apartment houSing\proJects Parents

needed to 1earn how to manage this type of situation s0 that “he

. -

center wou1d be clean and other mothers W1111ng to send their children v

'there.. In spite of‘these problems, many,of the.centers were_excel-
STy L ,

lently managed and these issues functioned at a minimum.

We would suggest that 1t may be Wiser to utillze some ‘place
\
'other than actual home for such a.program. We would emphasize the
desirabllity of mainta1nLng a hone like atmosphere a'smahl group

arrangement and 1ocating such p1aces in neightborhoods, rather than-

A
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= on_ her way to.the center and returne
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central large centers. This would mean capturing the positivevele-

ments of the HLC without impinging upon the riyacy of the family

T or creating difficult situations for.mother'and children. - .

We hdndled transpoxtatlon by utilizing the center d1rector’or
parent'educator.as the chauffeur She p1cked up the flve chlldren

them at the end of the sesslon

-

-

We always ‘had another adult in the carWith the children to help

. /

e

out, Usually, thls was a graduate student whose JOb was observatlon

in the center. We Mould empha51ze here again the de51rab111ty of .

neighborhood so that transportatlon would be kept at a~m1n1mum.

. Training. Fra1n1ng for the paraprofe551onar Worklng the HLC

-

was. different than,for.a“hpme visit only progranm. Work1ng with groups

-of.two year old children as well‘as thh‘another adult-involved new
skills that were not needed.in a purely home visit program. For-
example, in a home Vlslt the parents of the children are in charge
of thejd}scipllne of the chlldren In the HLC the parent educators -
are facediwlth‘child management problems. - Further,"the use-and

pacing,ofjactivities required considerable training. At this age

most of the children'were engaged in parallel play. "It was d1ff1cult

y I4

to work with them as a group, yet it was not always p0551ble to work,

-

with only one - Ghlld at a tlme at the adult S convenlence ~lt seemed

that whenever the parent educator wanted to. work 1nd1v1dually with'

>
a chlld another child would‘want to have her attention. It was

o

} necessary then to work w1th the parent eaucators and the mothers. to

help them learn to seize- the moment for work1ng w1th children. This

S was . -a skill that some of the parent educators had to learn v It took

patience, timing and the ab111ty to be sen51t1ve to children's 1ntcrest

K
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d ThlS missed the point of the program.’
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]

Initially, somc pqrent edUCdtOTS were cntircly too directlve

with thc chlldren while others could not figure out how to ‘interact

with the group ke Thesg latter had tendcncy to 51t in the. corner

and watch the childrcn play . This of course, created a training

, problem. Another training problem was that some of the parent educators

saw the HLC as so interesting and ‘so vital that they tended to view

*thehomeivisitfas less important., This Was inspite of the fact that

~

our empha51s was gh the combination of ceater aj .home. They felt'

that if the child missed an, act1v1ty for

»

lity to make a. home Visit that ~the act1v1ty oould be taught in HLC

'

th* was of S0 much 1mportance but the interaction of parent cand

w.

child through the 1Vity. - 7 oL~

These training needs we would’ suggest are common enough that

they should be addressed in any similar program Hence for a

continuing program in-service training needs to be, more . than JUSt

the mechanics of how to do a home ViSit and the routines in HLC.

Therc needs to be a con51stent orientaﬂion toward respon51V1ty to-

W o

~children, training in group management, in adult 1nteraction and

continuous focu51ng upon the priorities of the program .Further,

it is helpful and de51rable if an external agency can also be 1nvolved

in in-sérvice education in addition to staff “In our case, the

-~

Santa Fe Community College was extremely helpful They offered a
- course 1p Child Development and also gave an equ1valent of a

'semester 5 credit toward an Associate of: Arts degree for our parent

7

peeivg
Lestor)

R
=

- Y

week because of an 1nab1-

It was not the act1v1ty per se
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- through working;with'the parent.’
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educators who Werefinvolved with us over thevyears. Since 1968
there»haue been a number ef training efforte.in a varicty of the
field programs. Career Opportunities‘prdgram and“the new'Child
Development Assoclate progranm w311 certalnly f111 many of the gaps

for tra1n1ng which were not ava11ab1e when we bcgan

Even with academic course'work, we would strongly urge a high

A

'degree<of one- to -one superv1snon in which the home v151tors and/or-

center dlrcctors can have a minimum of an hour a woek private con-

'

sultation, as welltas a‘total_of one day a week Qf in-service train-
ing. . This in-service training can consist of materials development,

e ' _ - o N
" discussion of group management skills, exploratiops of individual

issues and problems, as well as the enlargement of the general under-
standing of child deuelopment. )

L4

A focus for thls in-service tra1n1ng mUst be on the “home V151t
taff’ need to be rem1nded contJnunusly that “the fam11y is the prlmdry
lcarnlng env1ronment and that the long range effects are ach1eved

It becomes Very eaqy to be trapped 1n'skill training because

|

|

|

|

of the many problems of managlng act1v1tles and to lose 51ght of
I

|

the long—range'goallwhich is the enhancement of,the home as a learn~

f

o I

‘ing center. This, means that both pre- serv1ce and in-service tra1n-

.

ing time nced ‘to be devoted to understandhng the role of parents
attitudes toward c ildren’ the kinds of donditions wh1ch seep to
1

foster. growrh at home (such as are measured by HER) and the fact

‘that the'ind;V1dua act1v1ty is merely a Veh1c1e for communication

B ' t ’,

relationship‘between'adult and ch11d. _We found in all our pro—

e

cts that there was a tendency for staff to be highly task-oriented

SRR
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rather than child or mother oricnted " That is, if the activity
required stackin”"blocks thc tcndency was to be more concerned with

block stacking than with the process of 1ntcraction betwcen mother .

and child or the behay}or of the child and his interest, motivation

and joy in:performance. Training then needs\to bc very cgntral to

‘the operation. It is probabiy the key factor iniuitimatp/sﬁccess.

As a result of ‘the pro]ect materials were devcloped the HLC

‘concept tried outﬁ,and utilization of Jt has becn montioned above.

._ Overall .we feel confident that this model of home v151tat1on Home

V

Learning Center ‘is a Viable, reasonable and effective procedure for
working w1dh families of young children in a way which enhances both

]

the family :and the child. o : Co

Further Réscarch —

) A?&/programiof research always'5uggests additionai research. The
ansﬁefing of‘one set of»duestions"ieads to the\development of a neW‘
set. fFirst,Lalthough>itlis'clear‘that the'effectsuof this program~1ast o
through kindergarten, it seems to™us 1mportant -that' these families
and children be followed so that we’ can see whether the efxtcts
persist in the early school years. ‘There shouid be no reason to
expect that the effects w111 last forever. Life is far too sitUationalt&
vWe cannot expect the results of any program to per51st without some.

reinforcement in society and school -We noted that the arents seem

more educationally oriented and ‘more 1nvolved and the chil ren cer-

" tainly were functioning at a somewhat higher level that controls.

[ . . .
. .

y




.- HoweVer, all this can be turied around -in school. One purpose' of the
) . N . . ) . . . i

national Follow Through program was to sustain effects of Head.Start,

We need longntudlnal studnes of programs such as ours to see what the e

natural effects are which may suggest to us addltlonal 1ntcrvcntlon

_strategy S o : ' -

The analyses of ‘the relatlonshlpg between maternal and ,hlld

variables“also indicate the. need for much more mu1t1-var1ant study : o \

of the relatlonshlps betweéen fam11y varlablcs and child performance

Ai"within experimental groups. A11 intervention programs have made

" »general assumptlons about the group being served and have tended

to. de11ver the same service or same program to each child or each

family. Yet, we-are all aware of the problem,of the match, the

- . Aissue of subject by treatment'dcsigns'orkthe notion of aptitude
treatment 1nteract1on More careful fine-grained analyses of the—

‘entry behav1ors of parents "and ch11dren relafed to the act1v1tlcs

"and program and then to outcomes. are nceded. We are at a point where

/'» | Y ) ) .. | 3 .>.-. _-74 . .
' : fv~—-—w//program5'such as ours and the others mentioned-above have.demonstrateac

the general effectlveness of ‘the concept of home v151tat10n and the

ut111ty of paraprofe551ona15 as Workers with families. We now need
more programs which use rifle .rather than shotgun approaches
It was also clear that there'are-wide differences of teaching -

_style within the group Our work in Follow Through, and the responses
to our materlals, supports thé view that these differences exist in _ —,

. other populations, such as the middle class. We need further research

oni both parent education and parent-child transactions in all segments
A .
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v
T o Tt of‘(gg);‘ socicty. We also need data on the way socicty-supports or 5‘_ ‘
e e ‘negates the role of the family in child development .
In sUmmary,_tHié projcct,'cdmbining clements of ficld rescdarch,
progran deVelopment'and materials development demonstrated that such
. . work can contribute to-not. only our'séientific knowledge but also
our iriplementation capacity, It is a demonstration of the link = : e
+ . - \ ’ .
. between child developméiit ahd social policy.
Publications. .Appendix 7 Jists-the publications, dissertations
and papers produced as a result of the Home Learning Center project.
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Appendix I

: . . ’ N .
. . -
. Vo s . . .

: Scheefer's'Task Oriented Items ‘from the Bayley Infant Behavior Profilel

.
B 4. Object Orientation?
a
| 7. Goal Directedness
» &
! 8. Attention Span ' -
9. Cooperativeness - o | )
36. Test AdequacY2 ' S
o Apersonal correspondence with Earl Schaefer ' B '
' 2A11 items on 9 point scale, except test adequacy, wh1ch is a '
| 5 point scale.
‘ Maximum possible score = 41
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APPENDIX 2

situational Categories Observation Schedule (SITCAT)
e .AGaryWWquL‘University of Florida '

; ‘ ' . This schedule was developed as a research instrument
’ ' "in conjunction with the Home Learning Center approach to
Barly Stimulation Project (NIMH Grant #RO1 MH 16037-01).
Ira J. Gordon, Principal Investigator; :Barry J. Guinagh,
" .Project Director. . R ARSI SR

'NAME .o ' NO. AND GROUP_ SEX

DATE OF OBSVN. '~ DATE OF BIRTH_ . RACE

OBSERVER |, . CENTER DIRECTOR ‘ -

Azt

' - . DIRECTIONS

. o The Situational Categories Observation Schedule provides,
L a framework for observing and recording the behavior of -pre-’ ' o
L schiool youngsters singly or'iq small groups. It is designed . .
SR to’ incorporate bOth.situatiOhar'and,sequential dimensions of .
S behavior in oné record. Efficiency and ease of use can be . SR
Fo ~gainea‘through;afthorouqh familiarization with the situation \\
= | ' categories. e o O ~ o ' “\

: ' In using the schedule each child is observed individually
Lo for five separate but consecutive 2-minute-periods, m'akingf
A . a total observation time of 10 minutes for'eacﬁ child. Dur-—-’
P ing each 2-minute period  the behaviors observed aie recorded
@7 : in the appropriateAcolumn:(l-S) for each situation "A"-"I"
i -1~ " (or.under "J" if the behavior did not occur within a parti-
B " cular situation), using consecutive numbers to indicate the
e order in which the behavior occurred. For example; if the '
o ‘ child (C). is absorbed in solitary play when the flirst 2- S
i minutevobservation begins, a "1" would be plac¢ed in column . | -
L "1, opposite Gli if within the same ,2-minutes. the child next ¢ - -
. . gets a different toy, a n2" would be placed in column 1
R opposite G5.  If the new toy is then taken away by another
b "~ -c and the observed C begins to cry, a "3" would be placed in

S columh‘LVopposite~E83 If at the beginning of the second ‘

‘ 2 minutes an adult (&) is attempting to reinterest the child 0

&

_ ~ In something new and he Iistens but does nothing, a "1" : : _
i~ .1  'would be placed -in column 2, opposite A6. These .recording
p:qceduresware’COntinued throughout the remaining observa-

: 1 ‘riod (column) there

b " tion time'so that within each,2-minute pe _ o
© {  is a series of consecutive numbers beginning with 1. A
. 18 & series. ot e ; ‘ |
) B : R oo . . . : 506 ~ o
. . . A X ! . . . ‘i'-}, § 'ﬁ ..
D A T T Ak
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Space is provided on the back of the schedule for
recording characteristic examples .of the ch11d s speech at’
the conclusion of each 2-minute period.

4 The remarks section is intended to bé‘used for descr1b-
ing any behaviors the observer feels have not been adequately'
" recorded elsewhere. : '

Observation%Period» A.
. 2. 3. 4. 5.

A makes suggestion or gives

demonstration to individual C

- - — - 2..
\ 39

e w—  — — —

— — ———— — ——

> ' 4.

. f 5. Tries to follow w/o success

6.

———— —— — — — '<7‘
' 8.

9.

——— —— — — —
— — — S— —

——— — — — —

Observation Perlod B.

_1.

Follows enthusiastically

Follows w/0 protest
Follows w/overt protest
Follows w/vocal protest

Watches/listens passively, no response

Refuses w/overt protest
Refuses w/vocal protest

Ignores ‘A; continues act1v1ty

Sltuatlon ‘did: not occur

A makes suggestlons or g1ves demon-

stration to group of C

1. 2.'3. 4. 5.

— ——— ——— — Sam—

——— — —— — —

— o momnn i —
—— — Gm—— —— —
— o O—— e am———

o | G Gettnien  ea— o——

o Observation Period C;
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. N

Follows enthusiastically- -

Follows w/o protest
Follbhws w/overt protest

“. Follows w/vocal.protest
Tries to follow w/0 success

Watches/listens passively, no response

Refusés w/overt protest

Refuses w/vocal protest..

Follows group action

- Opposes group action
. Ignores A;

cont.
Ignores grp.

o

own act1V1ty
‘action; cont.
Situation did not occur

owr. act.

A thwarts C's action/requeSt

1.
2.
3.
T —— e e S 4‘

‘\“ N .”'5.

— — A— — —

— — — —— —

R 7.
' e 8.

év.v

~Accepts w/o’ protest ,
Accepts w/vogal protest
Accepts w/overt protest
Cries or screams’

D1srupts act1VLty of other C-

Isolates self.’

Continues action after warn1ng

Sltuatlon did- not occur

Fro.

.M
"
oy
i
.
e
.
AL
el
w3

£
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dbservation Period- D. Group play -Interact w/C
1.-2. 3. 4. 5. ’

"l Vocallzes to other- C/A

it o ottt o et

—— C— t— Sma— S—

- B T v,2,n'Sm11es/laughs :
; S e 3. Cont. act1v1ty when other C leave(s)
SR R M,"ﬂ;uﬁﬂ,gﬂ.,»w;,A.“,Grp.wbreaks up when C leaves

5. Participates 51lently

6. Watches A(s)

7. -Helps other.C.

8. ‘Shares toys :

9. Grp. breaks-up when ‘A leaves -
10. Sltuatlon 'did not occur\\

— — ——— — ——
e G wm—— o— c—
—— —— S— S———— —

———— . Gwm— S— ——

i at—— — S— a—

1: 2. 3. 4. 5. | o
N i Continues play w/offending C__ - -
: L T 2. Physically struggles w/offending C -
: et e 3. ,Goes to another C for ‘help .
> -| T " _ 4. 'Begins new game w/o protest. = -
PR . o 5. Begins new game, w/overt protest

—— G m—— pm— asw—

6. Begins new game w/vocal protest
7. Goes to another C & plays w/o protest
8. Cries/screams .
9., Goes to A for help
10. Isolates self
. 1. Ignores offending C
= . - 12. Situation did not occur

e ——— G—n— S— ——

— —— — — —

—— — — —— S—

.Observatiopfﬁéfiod"F.' C Assaults Obsvd c
. 1. 2- 30 4.'5.1. ’ :

1. . Protests verbally R
2. Threatens offending C
- 3. -Strikes offending C
| . A Goes to other C for help
) T 5. Goes and plays w/o protest
ol . 6. Cries’ v _

' | 7. Goes to A .

—— —— — Srv—— S——

8. Isolates self

i G S— m—— | S——

o e e o i 9._ Continues activity e -
4 o o S 10. Sltuatlon d1d not occur . '
— e —— | -
0256;;;;10n Period G.- Solltary Play
20 . 4. 5- - ’ .
L - 1. Absorbed in play i _ - : .
e e 2.. Vocalizes to self - B
S 3. Verbalizes to self '
S T o~ 4. 'Smiles or laughs to self.
: ‘ - - .5 Changes toys or ‘game
: ~ - " 6. Inapproprlately uses toys

T g 7. Looks at A while playing
o 8. Looks at C while ‘playing

w;leiiili W”;::ﬁ:r::r=;ﬁ;_ " 9.. EBasily distracted . , | |-
‘5 'EI{IC i _ﬁ_‘“lo“—s-xtﬂatlon_dlechcur Y

“‘U‘MS

Observa;ion ie:iod E. C dlsrupts obsvd C's play ‘ S
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v tyeres v ARt et A 5 e by e S

Observatlon Perlod ~I.

Sltuatlon d1d not occur

Reaction to.Frustratlon

J e A R

- aeed

1..2. 3. 4. 5. .

o I.. Stops play

e 2. - Isolates self ,

e - 3.  Throws/kicks' toys

e 4. -Cries/Screasm - S .
R 5. -Goes to new toy/game

e 6. Goes to A for help
e 7. Goes to C for help :
I 8.  Persists w/unsuc essful response

9}?/Sltuat;on ‘did notl occur .

Observatlon Perlod <ff

AdditionalvBehaVi r S

~ L
ot ade e b

PR I

-
D

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

——— m— Gty Sm—— ————

. ot mm—— —— — ot———

— Gt S— —— om———

. —— S— —— ——

— Gn— G— — t—

—  — S— — —

— —— —— S— —

—— . Gmme—.  —— —— —

—— G, — — ——

——— e Gw— S— a———

——— e | Sw— a————— ap—

. n— Sno—— ——— ——

- 1.
- 2.
3.
4.

8.
9.
10-.
11
12.
13.. S
14.
15.
16.
,17.
18.
19."
So20.
21

Mouths fingers i

"Mouths objects

Fingers/touches 05g2ct:_ -
Passively observes A -

Avoids other C
- Avoids-+A
Seeks nearness to A .
Seeks nearness to C. .
Interrupts C's play ?
Talks/plays w/A
Talks jW/% - : '

Seekg help from A’

seeks help from C

Shows/gives toy/work to A
Shows/gives. toy/work to .C
Asks A for toy ; A
Cries/screams.
Moves freely about room . SRR

Isolates self .
Smiles/Yaughs/squeals’
shows .affection

<&
- . . . ’

59

Com st
Vmso? *

S -
4
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Observation Period H. Reaction to Success:

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

. o 1. Repeats game )
e e — 2. Stops play

e e e —— "3. Goes to new game

______ 4. Shows to A

e 5.° Shows to C . y
e " 6. Smiles to self

o e e — 7. Vocalizes to self - )
_____ 8. Claps hands . e .
_______ 9, Jumps/runs ' SR

' 10.
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e - ' Appendix 2
/ . Means and Standard Deviations on Stott Effectiveness :
o “Motivation Score, Test Performance and Behavior
Total (N=62) . Male (N=27) Female (N=35)
X S X . so X _ SD.
\ ) > o . . - . \
I Stott Effectiveness o . o o , o '
" ¢ Motivation Scale 21.53  10.30 20,89  9.81  22.03 10.63
_ Stanford-Binet 95.27 12.01 .92.88  11.20. 97.06 = 12.28
B . . . . v 7 .- v , \
Binet Task Oriented. - 26.43 7.46 - 24.00 8.15 128,32 6.25 . ¢
' Bayley Mental | ST e ;‘.7 : ' o T
_Development Scale 85.01 16.21 84,627 2043 . 85.37 11 .34
Bayley Motor Q. S T S —
- Developiient "Scale 101.75 -17.62 97.27" 18.49  105.63 15.83
. Bayley Task Oriented 25.48 .5.47 - 25.32 . 6.10 - 26.62  4.86
SN\ ' 7' . ' o ", B . . - ° - e
8 . .
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: Appendlx 3
R " Home Learning Center

 Institute for Development of Human Resources

College of Education
University. of Florida

MOTHER'S NAME

CHILD'S NAME

PLACE OF INTERVIEW |

i ¥ Have‘yeu moved in‘the past year?

Yes . NO '\

2. About how many times have you moved? -

0. ‘Nonea‘ | 3. Three

- Y. One- 4. Four or more times

3. The. 1atest move has been:

1. 'to a‘bett:r homz —

2. toa pc:r:r homa)

3: to about the came kind of home
4. to a public housing unit

4. -The latest move has been from:
. 1. renting to renting '

St 2.'~renting'to owiing

3.- owning to renting

4. owning to owning - .
S. moved in with velatives e

S. hoW'many people live in your home?_

Ga1ncsv1lle, Florlda 32601

Six Year lntervxew = .§%

HOTHER NO.

INTERVIEHED BY:

DATE“ sy,

6. how many ch;ldren di d yoq have when you started thh the project?

7. ,VMat is your cu‘rent marital status’
. , . ] :
12 married / 8. separated
2. single_ ", . . 6, widowed

3. divorce? | ~ 7. deserted_
4. remarried = T

8. Vhat weuld ycu like y=ur child to be when helgerS‘yp?

9}' How much. schooling do you expect your child to receive?l

e : ¥




Six Year Interview continued - ' _ N ' 2

10, How well do you th1nk he/she will do in school?
11: ’Have you gone back tp school, taken any "adult educatxon courses or been in a
" vocational-training program? : If so, w\ere’

. g " =
v
\ . . 3 a

12, If you have gone back to school, wnat is yqur'current educational endeavor?

¥ 1. Grade 1-6 3. Junior College
W 2. Grade 6-12. 4. Four -year college degree
| : : T N : ~
R 13. Have.you.changed your job Stgtus?
Z“\ T es_ . No
K 14, If yes, what is your current fype.of employmenf?v o -

\ L

L 1S, Is. your six-year old child-different in any ways from other children? -

\ Yes ' | No

R R ‘ o .____—-——-— \_‘
, “Explain: \
v ) < V» ) ' . ' T ’ ‘ . ) }:
, ] :‘::‘,4”_‘.’, - o .'. = . ’ H . . . (
- 13. Vhat things does he/she do better than other children? , ' . j
- RPN o C Do e o T : .
N - - -
i o Lorse’ * ‘ - o o ) . ‘ . A
- 17:" How many ch11dren have® you had ‘since you started the nro;ect’ ' o f
. . .18, Does your 51x year old Teach your other chxldren/chxld thinps he learns in . .~ T
) school’_ Yes' . ' Mo . A O ' |
. R ; » If So s what? N N - . ‘.,. - o .'" - . ) ¢
i‘ Y o ~ J
19.' In rals1ng tbe younger ch11dren/ch11d d1d you do anyth1ng dlfferent w1th
- * them? Yes . " No__ ‘1f so, what? ‘
‘ . . . I - . . <
’ - 20, Do your younger ch11 ren/chlld attend a preschool’ Yes _ o ,
! *s

’ s If»so how and why did Q\\\elect this schooI’

2 v\" -
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FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

-~

Six Year Interviev continued )
21. 1Is your child in the Florida Follow Through program? Yes No
22, Have yoﬁ ever talked to the teacher about him/her? “Yes . No
@ If so, why? . .
23. Do you take part in any of the preschool activities? Yes No .
) If so, what do you do? ‘
- |
: |
. - N o : . - ) . ' k.
24. Do you ever send your -child on errands for you? Yes “Ho” .
. ) ‘ . - -
If yéis’, explain: : .
é‘v If no,. why, not? ® : o
+25. Do you take -your ch11d shopmnn" Yes - Yo | ;
26. _Do you ever glve your child money to- buy somet!iing. for h1mse1f” Coc
. : = Ja ’
/ L ’ ‘ :
s ’
‘ ] Q‘ ) -
. Lt ) t
A 4
" ny . . ' »
“. -
SR o .
- . . ¢ ) e ) . __%_
- & :
- | , BORIEVERY . : .
23 e 4 " v o .




- Six Year Interview v . - ' : : 4 ;
) - B
I . 0 |
Page 2 . . S S ) Page 2 i
AVARENESS OF CHILD'S DEVELOPMENT *ARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN X' s
1. At home did/does your child légrn‘ | ‘Hother uhdefstands'that ;
+~ . quickly to,do anything? ¢ ) both the child's strengths ‘
If yes, what? ' and weaknesses can ‘be 5 |
’ » ‘ related to his school |
behavior ' ;
Lo . . ) . o T ' A o
R Is your child good at anything? - Hother understands that _ ‘
: If yes, what? child's strengths may be |
related to school behavior _ P
but she does not sec weak- 4 |
.~ nesses are also related to |
Based on what your child can learn - - .. school behavior - |
quickly, what would he be geod at in - T ‘ : 3
school? o Mother can see the—child |
‘ has both strengths and 31 |
b L , . weaknesses ' I N
ST - . ’ . . - ' '
) 2. At home did/does your child have - Mother can see the child
. - trouble learning to do anything? has strensths hut no ° 2
~ If yes, what? ‘ . weaknesses, or weaknesses
S . but no Strenpths
, } , : - o S
A . o ' o o Mother does not seem to be j
Are there things that your child is not - aware of any varticular )
S0 good at? If yes, what? strengths. or weaknesses - 1} ’

in her child | -




NS
. Six Year Interview B o _—
E‘\\Q§ge 3 _ . o . ] Page 3
REWARDS FOR INTELLECTUAL ATTAINMENT HMARK OﬂLY ONE ,F'O'X WITH AN "X
1. Vhen your child is showing you - A clearcut system for
something at home, what do you do a giving praise and punish-
when he does. something well? , ment is used when parent 5
: is te?ching child
- - Mother is aware that it
N N : . is important to praise 4
o I - : child when he is correct
: , Child is often punished
that do you do when he.does some- for making mistakes, but 3
thing bad? ‘ ’ seldom is child praised
B . ' for being correct
lnconsistent! “other s
s , praises| one minute, 2
_ : : _ - . punishes the next
~— 2. How do you punish him/her? S minute . o -
‘ Child is seldom przised .
_ when being taught ' 1
i
Yhat would you do if your child - -
brought a good revort card hone?
‘A bad report card?
.
\ -
‘ ) fm a
’ » - //‘/
e

. . Y e
) : A5y ¢ LT
\) - - . . ) . }_v'} ",E ) (':% . ;
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Six Year Interview

Page 4 . N <

PRESS FOR ~LANGUAGE DEVELOP:'ENT

i.‘Ahow well do you fecl your
child is learnlnq to Speak
correctly7.

Explain:

-

H

72, Do you have to held your child -,
learn to Speak correctly? ' '

.\

If so, in what°ways do you help hih/her
speak begter?

-z
aiee

<

Page 4

MARK ONLY OKE ROX QITH/AN,"X"
A great deal of o ,
» attention is srent -
" develoning child's . 5° -
standard use of ;o ’
English S , e T , —

A conscious effort is
made ‘to improve chlld's 4
lanquage

Corrections in child's
speech are sometimes 3
made .,

Mother is-aware that. -
- language development

is important in child 2 1 ;
but does little about ; |
it ’ '

'lother vays little or

no attention to the 1
~way child speaks .
g S|
K
R
!
L D

&

o
o

er - ‘

gy
{
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Six Year Interview

Page 5

AVAILABILITY AND USE OF SUPPLIES pOp
LANGUAGE AiD DEVELQPMLENT. '

1. Do you get any neWSpaners or
' magaz1nes° t. .

N

If so, what are they? |,

2. Do you buy any books for your child?
) . .

, : .. Yhat was the last
one you bought? . . '

cY

—————— e

3. Do you have a dictionary?

that kind?

L . e
How often is it used?’ ..

4. Do you buy any educat1onal toys ¢
for your chi1d? LS .
What kind?

v L. -
/’/

o Page 5
MARK ONLY OME BOX WITH AN "X'!
j - O

L

" Dictionaries, books
thildren's books
newspapers and
magazines are 1n 5
the home .

* . Books, children's
books, newsnapers 4
and magazines are
in the home

Children's boohé\ i
newsoaoers and
mavazlﬂes ‘are 1n s
the home K :

‘Either newspapers »
or magazines are L2,
in the hore- S

lieither newsnamers ,
" - NOT magazines are 1 : i
in the hore .. ' : \ ©




. ‘Six Year Interview

Page 6 - o

'LEARNIHG OPPORTUNITIES OUTSIDE TFE MOME

N ' S
1. Do you ever get a-chance to take
‘a vacation? - If yes, do you
go anywhere that micht help your

~ Page 6
© MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AM "X

Parents make a clearcut

-effort to.zf;;h child 5
-outside the-~ome .

- child to ‘learn? If yes, .
give example.. < Parents make much
: effort to teach child 4
- outside the home
4 A
® ¢ . Parents make some
/ - effort to teach child 3
_ outside the home :
2. Do you.or your husband nlay ‘with Péfénts make little
your child outdoors or anywhere outside x effort to teach child 2.
-the home? If'yes, do you try to outside the home
teach him/her anythlng when’ you are oo ‘ :
ﬂw@mJ. playxng with him? Parents nay no -
' ' B ~—attention-to—— . _____
If yes, give examplq: . teaching child 1
T P T T outside the home ‘
(-4 v
» -
. ©
- ' e
;.‘,, - o 3 N " R "
i “e" N ° .\5% -
X .
; ~
\.‘ i

it
Smaii
=
N

. .

.




Six Year Interview ' o

Page 7
3 -
MATERIALS® FOR LEARVIVF Il THE HOME

1. Do you let your child operate
any appliances, TV, toaster?

9
S S e Page_7. e
MARK ONLY OHE BOX WITH Al 'X"

A systemati¢ attemnt
is made to provide
mater1als and

situations for- learn- S
1ng.1n the hone

If yeé, whichvones?

X .
Hany attemnts* are. made-

to rrovide naterlwls
. and situations .for .. 4

T

A

2. - Has your ch11d a place of hls own
to do his homework°

learning-in the home

Some attempts are

made to rrovide
materials and

o . v situations fdr ; 3
If yes, where? ? learning in’ the
. home :
e Few materials or
% . ~situations *Are made
- ST available for learn-- . 2
-3, that kind of sunnlles are avallanlé R ~ine in the hore: ..
- for him to work with? (observe and - L, A ot
place. an X on appropriate lines) - Mo materials or
o | ‘ ) situations are -
Coloring books - Paste - made available for’ 1
: . o ' "~ learnine in the '
Crayons ‘ . Paper homé " 5
’ -Ruler -

Paints .

4Other-(specify)'

Rt

e

4, How do you decide what types of
toys to _buy?

aate2 T




'Six Year Interview

o page &

;REAUTNG,PRESS

*

1. Do you ever get- anythlnn to
‘read for -your chlld from the -

*
=
i

library? - ' If yes th?

- -other ‘reading materials

-are-available and used 4 \\

Y 2. Do you have . your own llbrary of _
" books?- o R /.

' to teach child N\

3. Have5§ou bbught'an& books or
other reading materials for your
child recently? - If so, what?

vPooks are in the

'material in the

f? -7 4, Do you rPad to your ch11d7
S If so, why’

ijf;;” L

5. Does your ckild bring books hone
L from school to “read or study?

10

.Page 8
MARK ONLY OMNE BOX WITH AN "X

A systematic effort
is made to use . (

reading materials S ik
‘to teachchild : 1 2k

Library books and - /

A libréry book has

bean brought home
#9%

home - none from.
library -

Not much reading

home




Appendix- 4 ) : ' S
Institute for Development of Human Resources o
College of Education _ - -
X University of Florida SO . .
Gainesville, Florida 32601 - ST L SR

THE HOME ENVIRONMENT REVIEW

v i .

This questionnaire and ratin schedule is designed to be admini&tered°
Q re &

and scored by parent educators. Informatlon der1ved from thls Home Env1ron- e

s

ment Rev1ew (HER) may be used to determ1ne what happens in ‘a- ch11d's home

Y. ,"

' which may affect the way the ch11d 1earns at school Tasks may be developea

to change some ,of the condftlons in -the’ home whlch are reflected by thlS
, e ; i

scale.

- . - 3 '

The HER has nine (9) sectlons, each of Wthh is d1V1ded 1nto two parts, ?

»

L]
P

-Part one is a/questlonnalre and part two is’ a rat1ng sca1e The parent - e

a

educator f1rst asks the parent the quesxlons and records the parent's’ answers o :'w¢

-

‘in the home Then upon leaV1ng the home, the parent educator rates these \

. . / . o .
responses fromsa 1ow score of 1-to a hlgh score of - 5. Nine ratings are \ S

PR . ,’ . . S L m— o -#
. made : - . ) o ) . _\\ i ) d\ - ‘ ‘

/

The or1g1na1 answers g1ven by parents are reta1ned by the teacher and \' .

.. ,. 1 4
parent educator and are used. as an a1d in- fask development The nine rat1ngs \'w

A ) o PO

are sent to the Un1verslty of Florlda . o o - Vo i

August, 1972 . . [




age 1

HOME . ENVIRONMENT REVIEW (HER)

Parent’s Name ; _ ,/’////if

Child's Name

- Parent's Name

- Ask these questlons of motherlng one:

EXPECTATIONS FOR CHILD'S SCHOOLING

-

1. How much. schoollng do you expect
y0ur ch11d will rece1ve7v

" Child's Name

2. How well do you think he/she will

do in school7

-

HOME ENVIRONMENT REVIEW (HER)

!PEs'Name—“

¢

Teacher's Name:

1

City.

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN ny

. Expects Chlld to flnlsh
_ college

Expects Chlld to complete
hlgh school ;

“Expects child to finish

elementary school

Expects child to compiete
some elementary_school&.

‘Not much expectatlon for

'vChlld to receive schoollng"




\~ L T e
lo ."x o SRR - . o ) ‘ T BN ) : '
\ . L. o , 4
\'\x - . . .
Page 2 S i . : o e - : Page 2
, ‘3 BT | IR . | .;, )
** ‘AWARENESS OF CHILD'S DEVELOPMENT *~ -, . MARK o'NLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"
1. At home did/does your child learn - . S
‘quickly to do anyth1ng7 ' If S Mother understands that .
yes, what7 " _ - ‘both the’child's strengths )
. : . ' - . _and weaknesses can be 5
. ~ related to his school o ~
. behavior , f;\
Is YOur ch11d good at: éhythlng? .5 - L C B
If’ yesy what? _ L ' , I \' T
. . o N : , Mother Uunderstands that
/ ) ' ' el . child's strengths may be
A ey , _ related to schdol behavior
Based on what your child Jan learn quickly, but she does not see . 4
what would he*be good.at in school? _ weaknesses are also re- L
T ' - lated to school behavior k0
;;f’-: 3 ' ) “ '+ Mother can see the child
P ® ; . has both strengths ard’ 31,
2. home d1d/does your ch11d have , . - weaknesses . _ .
trouhie learning to do anyth1ng7 : R . N R
If’yes, what? =~ ‘ . - . I -
, IR iR " ' Mother can. see, the ch11d . ]
. has strengths but- no 2f ~'¥' A
o . B o o . weaknesses, or weaknesses . ‘
- Are theré things that your child is not .~ but no strengths* : o S
so good at?. . ' -If yes, what? e - ' »
_ . ' - , o Mother does not seem to .
gfﬁ : : S e : : -~ be aware of any particular 1
A\ o T o "strengths or weéaknesses = -
_ R . ; R -« ', in her child L :
Based on what your child.found difficult o > , ' : ' .
to do. At home, what subjékts wéuld you o S :
: th1nk he m1ght f1nd troublesome at - . e o ,
: '.ji school? ' . ) o : L _
- ) - ’j . - » , B . ~.
% h b ‘ '. ° = - _
- Ce 3 ‘ . .
: /’/ - - Eﬂ ‘ . L ‘
Va - .. * ) R
L ) N Fos
e _ - L .




Page.3

»

1. Wh11e teachlng your ch11d when.
do you reward him/her and. when do

REWARDS FOR INTBLLECTUAL ATTAINMENT . _'MARK-ONLY.ONE BOX WITH" AN ny

you punish .him/her? : .

-~

2. How do you \reward Him/her?,
o - S ,

.

s - - ..

.. for being €o rrect

~

A clear cut system for g1v1ng

rewards and punishment is -~ 5
used when parent is teachlng

- child

Mother is aware that it

is important to reward ch11d 5
when he is corrett

.

Child is often punlshed

for making” mlstakes but . 3
" seldom is child rewarded

3. How do you:punish him/her?

¢

L i . 4.,.

\

4. If you were g1ven a report card
showing how your ch11d worked at
school, how would yeu use 1t7

&

.

Inconsistent! Mother

-~

‘rewards one minute, S 2

punlshes the next

Child is.seldom rewarded

when being taught S |

-




Péée Q - ’ o d é i

‘ PRESS FOR LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

1.~ How well dp you feel your -
child is-learning to speak. English?

2. Do you find it necessary ‘to help f«.:

' your . ch11d learn to speak better'7

’

f g T
. ‘. . . .
v !' . b - A ) : B

If so, what ways do you help h1m/her
speak better'7

4
2 T
L 1
- b ‘b
- 1
oL . } - -
M 1
.
v
o \
1
"
,’/
. ‘//
— -
o T
o
// i
/’ y
e
-
I ,
. 1
o e, \
. - \7 N "
1
o 1
- -~ .
-
A .
: ~
. y ‘
‘ ,
. L
% Q

" .

P

- Pagé 4
MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN X"

.
.

A great deal of attention .
iss spent developing child's 5 °
correct use, of English -

v ° : i
—
.

A conscinus effort is
made to improve child!s 4
language :

Corrections in child's
speech are sometlmes - 3
made - . - R '

Mother is aware that . -
language development ° 2f
‘is important in child ' . 5
but does little about™it

4

,'Mbther pays ,little or - ) |
no.attentlaﬁ to the ~.° 11 ‘
way child’spgaks. _— —% |

/




Page 5 S

~

AAVAILABILITY AND USE OF SUPPLIES FOR
2 LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

i
1. Do you get any neﬁspapers or
‘. maga21nes7, .

. _ \
T

,If so, what are'they?’\‘
I

2
.
.- . . - .
. . . . ¢
‘e . , - g T

Lo C . . Rt

' . . i L LS

_2: ‘Do you buy any books fotr your cﬂild?

What was the last one you

. ‘bought? : .

./

Have you a dlctlonary?

l. . 3 .

>

N

Has your child a dictioﬂéﬁ&?

?\N\\\that kind? . . B

How often is.it used? , L o

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X

"

Dictionaries, books,

children's books, . 5

newspapers, and magazines:
are in the home - ' '

-
o

Books, children's books, :

newspapers and magazines 4

are in the home

.
Ve o v 1 .

= Children's bogkg,
newspapers and.magazines
are in the home

Either newspapers or -
magazlnes are in the
" home

* Neitlier newspapers nor
magazines are in the
~home - o

Page°5’.




Page 6

'LEARNING OPPORTUNITILS OUTSIDE TI'E HOE

1. Do you ever get a chance to take
a vacation? " If yes, do you °
go anywhere that micht help your
child to lcarn? If yes,
give example. - ' .

L

2. Do you or your husband vplay w1th

" your child outdoors. or anvwhere outside
‘the home? If yes, do you try to
teach him/her anythlng when you are
playing with him? .

‘JIf yes, give example: :

"3, Have you ever felt that you have taught
your child sometqlng while you were outside
the home, in the!'store church

car or anyrhere else .

o \
_If‘so,,what? Vo

T

{

- ‘\\

*
1
i

T
t

How did you accomplish this teaching?

“attention to .

_ outside the home

- Page6

ARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AM "X

Parents mako a clearcut

effort to teach child §
aqtside the home

Parents make much

effort to. teach child 4
outside the home «

Parents make some

effort to teach'chila" 3

outside the home

Parents make little .

effort to teach child
outside the home = -

LI

B

Parents nay no

teaching child




" Page 7 ‘ ) »

N

’MATERIALS FOR LEARNING IN THE HOME

1. Do you let your ch11d operate any
appliances? If. yes, which ones?

S

How long have you allowed this?

‘What are your reasons for havihg your
child operate or not operate appliances?

e e
— ¥

2., Has your'child a place of ‘his own to
do school work or play at doing school
work? ”

N
< - T

3. What‘klnd of supplies are avallable.

for’ hlm,to work with? (Observe and
place X on appropriate-lines)
Célqring books -  Ppaste

t A .
Crayons - C Paper

-

Paints - s "Ruler

" Other (specify)

. - Page
MARK ONLj/? E BOX WITH AN "X"
/

e

A systematic attempt is -
. ''made/to provide, materlals

| and” situations for 1earn1ng

//;;}/iﬁ the home

Many :ittempts are made to "

/ - provide materials and

/ - situations for learnlng in

/ the home

~ Some attempts are- made'

to provide materials and
situations for. learnlng

in the home ‘

. . - &
.Few materials or.situations

are made available for

learning in the home

No materials or situations

-are made available for
learning”in the home




P o T s
" 'READING PRESS o | MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"
1. Do yaq ever get anything to Tead N : ' , .
for your child from the library? * A systematic effort is. v §
If yes, why? : 'made to use reading - sy
. materials to teach child -
Library books and other . = ?
, . . . ., . reading materials zre . * 4 :
2. Do you have your own litrary of - - availablé.and 1sed to °,
books?__ - K . : - teach child o _— , L
3. iHaveiyou bought any books or ‘ . , , " |
other reading materials for your - A library book has o 3 - ]
‘child recently? . . If so, what? o been brought home <o : , j
. o : ; ) ~ ?
- : Books_are in the o ’ .b
_ : . ‘ home - none from 2 ”
> . « © library ke A
4. Do ‘you read to your child? - . Not much reading - " N
L .- i c 7 ‘material in the . 17 : f
* If so, why? o S " home .’ ' ‘ ! :
— . . - i
|
P I




Ve i

Page §

TRUST IN SCHOOL °°

1. If a child begins school poorly
do you think he could get-a- bad
‘reputation? = = -

3

- No,

2. Could a bad reputation which
~a child'gets at first last a11
through'school7
»I'Y_eS No L '..
3. What can be done 0o prevent

-a child. from gettlng a bad reputatlon .
,=in school? :

"

T —

A
4. 1Is there any way that yéur:%iiid'
might not beriefit from going to
schodl? _ 4

5.. When it comes - to treatlng your
child fairly, how reasonable are the
: people who run the school7

e

,.n
~

n . e
S

T ¢
'QL ) ’ o
i Page 9 o
- MARK ONLY-ONE BOX WITH AN. "X'". '
" A great deal of trust 5
of school ’
More trust of school !
A 3 )
' Some trust of school ™ 3
Little trust of school 2
+ . . '.JA 4 s ‘ . o
No trust of school - :’ : 1
v © . . . Qt%;’é ‘A »?... .‘i.
i ;
- ° q N
. 3 o\
~
[
t ¢ o \
7 . '
p1i3
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Appen:.dli x5

—

. October,. 1970

REPORT\ON THE REEACTORINC OF THF HISH1 a
i Ira L’ Gordon |and Harrrs Jaffee ) T
}// " The or1oinal Factor s c¢ res had been based on the hirh school “f
' version of the How I See Hyself s ale, and we felt that with some of l‘ . :2511
the items changed, eand w1th aiult as resnondents, these scores m1ght_ , ( ) ~
‘not be the most accurate and useF . Therefore a ref:ctorlng of the‘ | : " \:
. K revised HISM Scale for narents was nerforned on the data from 2, 053
. Parents from the 1969-70, oxetest adn 1n1strat1on. 7..‘~ : ; . 'w';.f"
- ‘ 'f | A1l 40 items wer\ correlaﬁtd w1th each other “and uarious -ﬂﬁ
. stat1st1cal onerat1ons were nerforme to proun those 1tems wh1ch o
'\t K related hlghest w1th each other.; Four such rroups, or factors, ehprved o
\\ %. ' ' ) | Factor one. ‘was the most stable. It was named: Interoersonal
\ Adequagz Eand cons1sted of the following test 1tens: | Ji
\E ) : 2 I stay w1th th1nvs until I Fin1sh them. ' - ‘
N\- - - 4 1 like*to work w1th others. 1 R y %
o \ " -j':l? Nomen 11ke me a lot : {/ ¥ " :
w\’ o 'll’al like teachers verv ruch ’ o
\ 18 I feel at ease, comfortahle rnsule my;/ B PO
; : ;I? I like to. try new th1ngs. ' ., ) ¥? B 7‘h; h
’ -;/50 I can handle my feel1ngs. . |
\ ) u-,\‘\“ o . . \\ .. v . 1
= l An interim renort to Flor1da Parent qucat1on Follow Through and
Head Start Planned Var1at1on nersonnel. . T _ . .
2 ‘See’ Append1x for comwar1son w1th prevlous ‘actors.




A_;sf | 2§’ i like, the wa&ifylook.

jid I want other wcmen;to like me,

5/32, Housewérk is Verv‘interestinp.;
;S i do a pood job at housework .
38 I am hanpy with the wav I am. - ' '
;39 T read very well. i‘ . ' ,; i
40 1 learn new th;ngs essiiv. o L

) Nith a few chanoes this Factor is very 51nilar to that

extracted with childrens scores. :« ) |

The second Factor annears to he a comhination of the Teacher-

Qchool, the Phy51ca1 Adeauacv, and the factor which anneared for males

only, Boys-Soc1al on the hioh school norns.‘ It consists of the

-
. . e

«following: '
" '8 veople like me.
’P I'ye‘icts'cf ene?qy;~ 3.} .
161 get ‘along well with teachers,
'}.21” i cid‘wefl'in school'nctkr . )
-f22, I want ‘men to like me.. o
7;@ﬁ'f;s I'm very healthy.
27 1 write, well
.29 1 use my time well. ‘
55 Hen like,me*é lot,.," “oe 5,5-'~‘”

?

37 1 liked school

~

This cluster of scores is not easily naﬂig After insnectidn

it hts been tentatively labcled Soc1al-"a1e beczuse of items 22 -and *

3s. In this resnect, it differs from the first Ehctor.

..
Liavad
o

(o]

* £ .
Sk
oy
<




} I 4 D . . [ c

Factor three is clear‘andrstahles' It is the Personal
Anpearance factor consisting of items: . e '

\ : ' : : R
o 7 ‘0y hair is nice lcokmp.,. ' . '

- 14 ‘P-‘y face is pretty (good-l'ookinp). - .. _ .. T \ .
:23 T like the way I look. fv - ; . ﬁ:j - ,;ﬁigﬁf*g
817 My sk1n is nice look1np ’/fyk4w//*”T”f> C :‘ \%% 'k; 2
36 Hy clothes are’ntEEf///I . . . S ;:' S “%Jd\;
38 I'm hanny w1th the way I am (bu11t) , VQ%
Factor four is Jabeled-Comnetence. The 1tems which load ‘on o ;.
this factor are: ‘“. | o 5, S i'eﬁa?.,
’ 13 I'm very good at- speakxng before a grcue.\ i
: .77 15 1I'mvery good in rmusic. | S .
.ji' 21 1 did well in school work. < ‘.’: I.V : - °
; SRES 271 mte wen.... | '
| '34: I'm smarter than mostvof~the chetsfv . N
39 I read very well - i e
' This factor seems to feflect the parent'e feeﬂ1nos o‘ academ1c . :
or intellectual ab111ty, and comhxnes 1tems ‘rom the nrev1ously ll-male ‘_ |
'high school factor. Lanpuaqe‘hdeauacv. and the veneral Academxc Adenuacy
factor (itens 21, 34, 39). R I .
- ) This factor structure ;eehe to he sound on the face of 1t, .;.} o
‘ lnd we are now ;oino to score the 1969 70 HISH us1ng these four factnts.
"b vlll also score the 1970 7 data on these.‘ | )
L 30136 ) v




\T,- APPENDIX o L

'rA LE OF CO‘iPARISONQ OF OLD AND N FACTOPS - . S ‘

' Test items ate'repdrted as cplumn entries..*Aﬁ asterisk indicatés ‘that a

new factor 1tem corresnonds to the same- 1tem number found 1n the old factor.. A

T i . ’ &

number in the new column means a ren.acement of an 1tem. o . 3

s

.INTERPERSONAL‘- | N ~ PHYSICAL ! E o Co
ADEQUACY .- CO“PETE. o APPEARANCE SOCIAL-MALE g

oD - NEW - OLD ~ , NEV I oL NEW - OLD NEW

LANGUAGE ° T 1
QADEOUACY ' , v, TEACHER -SCHOOL
2 e 1 .13 e 2 . 8- . -

‘ o r‘“ ' 21 | e e S .19 . -
6 o | 32- | i - n " Al
ot w e e a
e | s o w .

8 o LT 157 | .vs; e | pmvsrean
o DI PR . f . Z 7 . ADRQUACY o
w. T c27) | 36 T e e e |
20 . . .‘“ Lo - l’ : g 3‘8 | ‘.. co . | - '. lo ‘ 'E

30 R ‘ S E 1~ povs-soCIAL

-~ .

)

38 A S R A DL
59 v oe |- I £ R SR
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. ~.. 'y
PARENT EDUCATUR WEEKLY HOME. VISIT REPORI
A &1 - _— |
: Instltuce for Developmenc of Human Resources
Home Léarning. Cencet Projecc I
Gainesville, Flot1da ' e E
" PARENT _ _ | ./ , emo -
WoDRESS_____ . cntwd'ssex__ Bace
Home Learnlng = o ‘ : o .
Center .. Bome Hotber e
. HILC Dlrec tor ' mmber '
/

7 8. 9 10" 11 1z 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

L 23 4 5 eﬂ
‘ —+

poi ¢
Tize in

sToup - Leater | “Monta | Ddy Y:.. Visit

Hother number 'sexirac ccde ‘Dxr No. | - date ‘of vzsic numbeﬁ

: '
mnuces ‘L

AN

‘ 001.;21.' The visit vas o 'fg L
' Successfully made; mother was at- home.

B ’,V<: 2 « Mother was not at hoze, but viskced with someone.

‘~3'4,No one ‘was-at hooe; visit not made.
4 - Someone was at home, but no vigit made

I£ you answered (3)

“on the last page and fxnxsh the report. Skip xcems 22-62. It is oot
necessa;y to code zeros. :
“: ___;("zi‘ : _’ . e .;
AP 001. 22. The mothering one = - )
' : 1 - vas warm, receptive, coopetaciven A
S worked with (tolerated) parent educator
b P _3——showed-little-concern_ .g ’
ST ' "4 - pade fun of -parent’ educator's ideas - .
P 3 S e vas oPenly hostile o patent eduea:or s ideas
o‘l .CUI. 23, The Lesson was Af' S .
D ‘ . 1 - not delayed o ) o )
S § 2 - delayed due to care of children’ -

o B

P 3 - delayed due-to housework
- co &4 - delayed due to eating

e N _ 6 delayed due to gecc;ng dreaaed _—
o D 2 othaz » A ' .
B et A Izlg/zz iz;-

... e. 8 = delayed ‘due to talking with friends or relatives

three or (4) four, STOP HERE' Now go ‘to Col. 63

e g i e e a 3 el




amee

) Col. 2’0“0

" Cole 27.

W

“ ;.éol.YZB. During the visit the mother was .-

- Col. 29.

L
A

L

Lo
P

1 - Nothing was going on

'y - None : o S

& - more than fdgr :

' ; o e :
What was the most frequent or longest fnterruption?

-

. Today's visit was wich. .

N

E

-1.- a mother who normally cares: for child ‘most of the time

2 « a mother who does not normally care for the child

3 - gomeone else who normally cares for the child most

. of the time . ‘ -
4 - teqporary.babysittet--SQmeoge who does not Qormatly
.care for :he child most of the time - S

How much éctivity was_in-th réom in which you'ptesenied o
the exercises? - S o T o L

fesides the training e -
2 - Other activities were going oa but did not attract
. -the attention of the baby __ - N ' . o
3 - Other activities in the room otten pulled the

- paby's attention away from the training ' . a

—————

& = There was such a great deal of activity in the

goom that it made {t-dtfficult to present the - , o
exercises o R

G,

Hoé wany in:etruptions,wefe thete‘duting the -

task training period? S , “ S

) ~ . ‘ »
. L . s .
»

2 = one or two _
8 - three or four. - e

- RN

1 - There were no interruptfons * °

. 2 = Vothering one had to care for another child” ~~

0

-+ 77+ The child went to sleép
. T8 - A distracting, TV show

- --nn‘facherhib this housghoi&ﬁ

3 « Aa adult wanted sométhing — ~ : -
4 = The phone rang . Lo e
S = Visitors came ' .

& .- The child had to be fed

9 - Other -

1 - pfeaen:,allfofh;he_;ime' . g ' f N

e, -

2 .-.present most of thettime e e Bl
;3 « present part of* The time ' -

& - Jot present - . R S

v

Dufing, the visit the father vas. ° L A

1 = present all of the time | SR

-z;5qpre329t'most7bf the time R HE P :
*3 « preeent part of the time BN s o

»

& - not present.’

2t 25 26 21 28 29 N e

N

5020




LN
Ty

v ’ﬁ?‘t
el

1)

Col 31

~r

Col 33

..

Col. 39

-w.‘. o

. .‘,‘ CO].. 32.

Col 36

—_

-
~a

.o A
Col.f30.

. .
PRI

" : he ‘; . . v .. l/" B
During the visit the father was ‘ ?,

1 - {nterested in the training and wanted to help
‘2 - interes but did not take an active part 4
3 - not 1nterested but did not interrupt the crg;ning
& - not interesced and xnterrupted che training for = ‘
" —-something trivial - "
™ § - openly nostile against' the :taining and cried to
’ disrupt and/or discredic it - g
6 - though&\sne trarnxng wag foolish but dxd not_ bothet it
7 - other )
8 - not jpplicable (no f?cher ptesenc) -

..

-How many adults -were in the room during tne visit’

o —

1 - One - 4 - four 7 - seven :
‘2 - two 5 - five 8 - more than seven -
3 - Ehree 6 - six .9 - no, adults pré%ent

How .many children were in ‘the room during che visic7

1 ="one ° 4 - four ~ - .7 - seven :
2 - two - 5~ five * 8 - more tham seven -
3 - chtee - .6 = 8ix 9 -no childten present - '

35. Which two tasks were presented today? Place che series

38 i fwmber in columns 33 and 34 and the exercise wumber in _-\ 3

colump 35. For example, if you worked with Series XII- -4,
this vould be coded as l2- 4 33 3% 35 36 37 38

» 112=441,2‘5§
" 7 Series :Ex.iSeries i ExJ
po’ the Came in ‘columns 36, 37 and 38, if a second cask
‘was pre ented,; 1f not, enter zeros.

Haw did the motherzng one teacc to your instruccions?

) Looked at: you whxle yoh wete calking. Asked

' questions; was attentive

2 - Did other things while you were showing her how to do .
‘the task (ex: straightened child's clothes,. looked around“
the Yoom, did’housework),’lxscened passively .

.3 - Walked out of the room while you were explaining

- tbgpgs to her - =~ - L . N

& - Befused to do task ' ’ ' .

5 - Laughed at ‘and/or scoffed at {nstructions

==_Eqbarrassed’ q;:ggycin“performtng—before:parenf‘educeco:_

}7?=‘o;pe:“—‘“f' - _——

30 31 32 33 34 35. 36- 37 38 - 39
: R
) 'ﬂc R . Series IEx.‘Series éEx.L

\ - R . . . St

éi'ix T

“

v
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ol

Col. 40. Mothering one 's nbility to repeac tasks:

-Cols

" Gol. 47.

Col. 48

001. 49, When the mothering oné goes over. last week's casks wich
het child, she: - -

1 - gets discou
2 - is satisfied even if child doesn't do well

-

41-43.
Lbh-1i6,

1 - Could Iepeac casks you had explained to her

2 - Could d
needed the Crainer 8 help

—3 -«-Could -not repeat tagks you had explained .to her ,

4—¢—Embarkassed—or—shy {n‘bagformlng bexore-parent educacor ' e

- 5—--Refu : R

Mochering one feels chac on lasc week s tasks the child was:

1 - highly {fiterested and’
2 - highly intfrested but
3 - mildly. interested. and
& - mildly interested but
'S < lictle interested but
-urged to
6 - little interested but
- 7 « information not available

When .the ﬁocherfng bne goes overvlasc week's tasks with
uher child, she. - o .
2 doesn t know ‘what: she is doxng

2 - knows what she is doing
-f'3 -siuformation noc avatlable

322 L
31 7L
6 -
Col. 50,  Did
11'
ot
3.

I! the mothering one )aid the child was. sick, ekplain: °

Which two ‘tasks were Presented on your last visic7
Place che\serxes and exercise number in the proper
‘columns ‘as shown in Col: 33-3
had a repeaced exercise, it s

o part of the tasks by herself buc

to try the task

oo

5. -1f this week s Visit
hould still be recorded here.

a

.

n

successful :

could .not handle macarxals N
successrul h
could not handle zaterials
could handle. gacerials_when

was not able to handle materials

o "

T

oy

=

raged if child ‘doesn’'t do task che firsc time

tries again even if child doesn t do well the firse time
~tries until child can do it or chxld gives up
continues task even after child does well

did noc go- over lasc week's task ‘

»

the mothering one say rhe.child was -ick?

.he said the child was sick
she said the child was not sick
she did not say. whether the child was sick or not

-~ <
L .

\ \ . : : S

40 41 42 43 44 4S° 46 47 48 49 50 )
N
Series iEx.“Serieai SxJ L

’1}1{40




~

3

Did you chink che child vas alck?
1- Yes '

2 - No ‘

Explatn Lf you ave a different idea than the mothering one:

i
- .

A : Ty
T

«
4 L P

Col. 52. "Community services, informacion or cnild growch ‘and
) development: inforsation was presapced to the mo:herxng
one by. the parenc educacor. ‘ . .

1 - Yes _2-No |
Referral was made (You notified che_ﬁursing or other group

to get help for the parenc)
1 - Yes 2= No 3

——
a

-

Songs, - nursery rhymes, toy making,. rhychm games, OF other
‘enrichment materials were presenced to the. motnerxng .one
by the parent educator.

1 =" Yes o 2 - No :

The pgreﬁc,edutacor obbqrved;in‘che home:

Col. 55. Books ‘ - 1 « Yes ) Y Fo
Col. 56., Magazines 1 - Yes 2 - No
Col. 57. Educacional toys 1 = Yes _ 2 - No

~
]

- ——————

————

Col. 58. How children presenc wete treaced by mochering one:

' 1- “holds, pacs the child or siblings .
.2 - smiles, says kind"words to the cnild ot sxblings
3 --1istens to child, takes cime tO pdy acttention to
. things the child shows, complxmen:s the child when
) -he does: something .new, praises wihen the child pcxtorma
.& - punishes verbally--scolds, ridicules
5 - punishes physicallv or removas tie child

2"

o

col. 59.. To vhat extent do people talk to che child?
’ 1 - People other than che person work;ng with the
, “child talk te the child &y
".2 .2 The person working with the child talks to the child
3 - The person working with the child talks to the child
" - . about things besides those things with whxch»che
. child 1s working
.. & = No one talks to the child
§ = The zhild was not’ presenc

o

53 sz 53 5455 56 57 58 59




. v .3
when the mothering one gives an order to any ofjthe . ;
children present, she: : ; ’

1 - requests child to do something, giving reason
- requests child to do something, giving no reason
requests child to do something, with threat
orders child-to do something, giviné reason
orders. child to do something, giving no reason
orders . child to do something, with threat
‘e not applicable (no orders given; no children present;

etc.)

NownPWLN
[ ]

‘1f the child makes geétufeé and/or sounds (not wqrdé). A
to show that hq,wants,something_qr_wapcs to do something,
' the mothering one typically

- Responds by doing 'something for child

- Responds with words = : S

Ignores child : : . _
Scolds or critizizes child for not agking clearly
Pushes child away, etc. - S

No request was made.

oW e LN~
[ ]

‘When the child asks a que;cibn.»the“ﬁocherihg one typi;ally

%

.1 = Gives child awlung,_detailed;-involved answer
2 - Gives child a short but complete, good answer
3 - Gives child a "get out of my hair" answer -
- & = Ignores or '"brushes off' child '
5 - Child did pot ask a question.
Write 2 sentences used by mothering ome while talking to
child. : ~ ' -




' ﬁuesftons'ReWétlng]tp'Home Learning Center i
. . ) o : : 7
*Col. 63,7 When you stopped to pick up child for last week's flrst HIL.C. . .,
© ., . Sesslon, (Thursday or Friday)which of the following best describes
... . what happened: ' ' - -

P I
*

e Ch11d was ready, dressed and fed breakfast or lunch
© \T*97. Child was dresséd but not fed; mother sent child to H.L.C.
- wlthout breakfast or lunch. L A :
*3 % Mother was doing something else but stopped to get child
*.” -__rcady, drcssed and fed him. . . S T
: & = Mother was doing something else but stopped to get child dressed
-~ but not fed; mothef sent child tc H.L.C. vithout breakfast '
5 - or lunch L : - L )

§ - Mothér did not stop doing something elsé, but allowed -the. P.E. to
o dress and feed child 5 T . . ' o
L4777 6 « Hother did hot stop doing scnething else, but allowed the P.E.

o to dress child but did not feed child (possibly no_food) - N
~f*f(:lf;-0hllld was .not ready 'to qo to H.L.C.. and.mother would not.- ‘
' 8

-

cooperate in getting child ready, so child missed. that session .
« Child was not able to attend this session because of some good .
reason (the baby was sick; did not h?ve clothes; trouble in the
- family; out of town, ete.) ' . _ : R
. 9 = The child did not attend this session because ho one was at
. home, mother would not answer thé door, or some other poor excuse.
0~ P.E. did not stop because the mother had told her ahead of time
-~ that the child would not be able to attend this session.

as

. Col. 64. Which of the above sentences best desérisgs what happened when

' you stopped to pick up.the child for the second H.L.C. Session,
(Monday or Tuesday) .. ' o ' ' ;

o T 1=0 Samé as Col. 63. . - L - AN

Col. 65. Did the mothering one start asklng questions about cﬁild's-.
: ' progress at the H.L.C., or did she start making comments about child's.
related activities at hoie? . (Before you said anything about child's.
, progress)f - S - »
.V~ YES _°_° 2 - NO

R —

e ]

Col. 66. DId you start talking to the mothering one about child's progress
and activities at the H.L.C.? : .- :

A EE———

|- YES 2-H0

© “tol. 67.- DId the mothering one ask questions or maké_conmghts'ab0ut child's
. . progress after yoGTstarted talking about it oy T

\ 7 ’ M : .
2 - KO

P~ . e EEE——

1= VES

63 6 65 66, 67 48
oo —

“n% “_,." SIS

09115
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Col. 68. [If the Home Visit was not m}:de this week, give the reason below: -
CUDE FOR REASON VISIT NOT MADE: , | .
. . ) \\ ) V - N
g N . » . = 4

0 ~ Mother Not Home

| = Baby 111

f vf2 ~ Baby Belng Tested .   _ ‘ ; ] o " : - . ’,..%
3 *-ﬂdther !il' | o S C ' s

b - Yralner Could Not Loéat_e" House ’ »
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COmputation,of_TalliesE

“_Column 39 N
If item 39 is scored 1 tally 1 pos1t1ve, otherw1se :

«

1f 1tem 39 is scored 3 tally 1 negat1ve, otherw1se
’»1f 1tem 39 is scored 2 and item 40 is scored 1 or»2'“

: tally 1 poslt1ve, otherw1se

‘4’:

- if 1tem 39 is scored 2 with item 40 scored 3, but item- 26 .
1s scored 2 and, 1tem 27 is notnscored 7 tally 1 posxt1ve,
‘otherwise tally 1 negat;ve. “(omits choice 6 and 7)

* Column 40 - 4 ’ ..

fIf 1tem 40 is scored 1.or 2 tallykl pOSlthe, otherwlse

i 1f,1tem-40 is scored.3 or 5 tally 1 negat1ve. (omlt IXKM 4)
S _ o _ B , ‘choice .
.Column 48

If rféL 48 is scored 2 tally 1 p051t1ve .otheryise’ 1f

s 1tem 48 is scored 1 tally 1 negat1ve. (om1t cho1ce 3)

¢

-

~.Column 49

.

If item 49 is scored-3 or 5 tally 1 positive, otherwise '

- 4

if dtem.49 is scored _ "2 tally 1°‘negative. (omit choice 4 and“6)~

Column 21

? N

If item 21 is . or 2 tally 1 positive, otherwise -

if item- 21 1s~4 rec 4 tally 1.n¢gé;ivé.

o Column. 22.

““TT/T}TEtemiZQ:isf red 1 or 2¢%a}ly 1 oositire!.therwise :

if item 22 is scored 4 or § taﬁly 1 negative. (omit choice 3)
" Column 63 ” T T
vai;ehl63 is - »d 1,3, or 4, tally 1 pOSlthe, otherw1se

’1f item 63 is 7 tally 1 negatrve_ (om1t other cholces)
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Same as column 63. :
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. ' Equation~for computing Mother Attitude Index
‘ (Posttive tally - Negative tally) L
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" TAppendix 7
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. Ed1tor) Theory Into.Practice. Columbus, Ohlo\\\College of - -

ducation,- The Ohlo State Un1ver51ty,~June 1972 11(3)$ 145 149
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3 Gordon, I. J. On Early Learnlng The Mod1f1ab111ty of Human Potential
. : Associate for Supervision and Curriculum. Development NEA, 1201 EN
Sikteenth Street N.W.-, Washington, D.C.-, 1971. "Adaptation reprinted\

Tt in The Disabled Learner, Paul Satz G John Ross (Eds ), Rotterdam - '\\
' Un1ver51ty Press, 1973, PP- 3 27 o L N

© .

Gordon, I. Gu1nagh B., and Jester, R. E. (assisted by D. Kronstadt,
- +1I, D. Welch, and G. Weld). Child Learnlng Through Ch11d Play:
Learnlng Activities for Two-and Three-Year Olds. New York: St.
Martin's. Press 1972 (Publlshed in England 1973, by Sldilck and

Jackson ) .
i : Gordon, I. J. and Jester, ‘R, E. Technlques of Observ1ng Teachlng in = -
_ Early Childhood and Outcomes of Paf¥fticular Procedures. .In Robert

M. W. Travers -(Ed. ) Handbook of Research on Teaching. Chicago: ..
Rand McNally, 1971. ' R

Kronstadt D. C"'The -relationship of motivation to achleve, to 1nte11ectua1
functlonlng, language ability, and behavioral functlonlngwln three- O
year-old dlsadvantaged ch11dren Doctoral dlssertatlon, Un1ver51ty
of Florida, 1973. o " v

T
. .

Resnick, ‘M. B. Language ability and 1nte11ectua1 and behav1ora1 functlon-
‘ing in economically disadvantaged chilren. Doctoral dlssertatlon,
L Unlvet51ty of Florlda 1973, .
. - f-i.»‘
I Weld G L Behavioral correlates of intellectual performanoe among
" ’ disadvantaged three-year-old Negro ch11dren : Doctoral ‘disser-i"
tatlon University of F10r1da, 1973
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